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Abstract
Community colleges are experiencing an influx of online course enrollments. To meet
this demand, colleges are hiring adjunct faculty who are experts in their field of study.
Unfortunately, most adjunct instructors have no teaching experience or training,
especially within online learning environments. To facilitate an effective online learning
environment that promotes student learning, community college online adjunct faculty
need formal educational experience or professional development (PD) that focuses on the
facilitation of critical thinking and community within an online environment. The
Community of Inquiry (CoI) Model provides a foundation upon which to build a PD
course to train faculty who teach in online environments. CoI has been notably the most
researched model since the evolution of online learning and is grounded in effective
facilitation of online environments and focuses on teaching presence (TP), social
presence (SP), and cognitive presence (CP). Design and facilitation (i.e., TP) guides the
CP and SP, creating an educational and meaningful learning experience. Poor design and
facilitation can result in a weak sense of community and learning, which can ultimately
lead to a decrease in retention and persistence rates of online students. This study is
grounded in the CoI model and seeks to provide academic administration with the most
pertinent findings from various studies that justify the need for PD for online adjuncts.

Keywords: Professional development, Community of Inquiry (CoI), facilitation, teaching
presence, cognitive presence, social presence, adjuncts, online learning, community
colleges
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Introduction
As community colleges’ online enrollment rates increase, online course offerings
continue to expand (Allen & Seaman, 2009), which in turn, increases the need for more
faculty. Consequently, community colleges are hiring part-time, non-tenure track faculty
(i.e., adjunct faculty) to address this need. In 2019, the American Sociological
Association (ASA) Task Force reported a decline in full-time, tenured faculty positions
and an increase in adjunct faculty positions. This report defined full-time, tenured faculty
as a “minority” while adjunct faculty are becoming the majority in community colleges,
often hired to teach online courses.
Adjunct faculty hired to teach online courses (i.e., online adjuncts) are highly
qualified subject matter experts in a particular field (e.g., attorneys, nurses, chemists,
mathematicians, etc.). While these individuals are excellent practitioners and experts in
their fields, they are often not trained as educators or in methods and practices of teaching
adult learners (McKee & Tew, 2013). Researchers have demonstrated that adjunct faculty
are less likely than full-time faculty to use student-centered and active learning
approaches to facilitate learning in the online environment (Mandernach, Donnelli, &
Dailey-Hebert, 2006; Kezar & Maxey, 2014). They are rarely trained to teach online
effectively (McKee & Tew, 2013). Furthermore, many online adjuncts have not taken an
online course as a student, so they do not have a framework for online learning (Schmidt,
Tschida, & Hodge, 2016). Thus, community college online adjuncts need professional
development (PD) to positively influence their online teaching practices and help them
develop meaningful and effective learning experiences for their students (McQuiggan,
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2012; Mundy, Kupczynski, Ellis, & Salgado, 2012). Therefore, this study focuses on PD
for online adjuncts.
Effective online education has been conceptualized in a number of ways (Brown,
2001; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Rovai, 2002). One of the most used frameworks to
study effective online education is Garrison, Anderson, and Archer’s (2000) Community
of Inquiry (CoI) framework. They postulated that developing an effective online learning
environment requires teaching presence (TP), cognitive presence (CP), and social
presence (SP). TP is the design and facilitation that guides the cognitive and social
processes for the purpose of an educational and meaningful experience. SP is “the ability
of participants in the Community of Inquiry to project their personal characteristics into
the community, thereby presenting themselves to the other participants as real people”
(Garrison et al., 2000, p. 89). CP is “the extent to which the participants in any particular
configuration of a CoI are able to construct meaning through sustained communication”
(p. 89). As research has shown, this framework is useful in providing insight and
examining methodology of online higher education effectiveness (Arbaugh, 2007;
Garrison, 2008; Cleveland et al., 2006). The CoI framework provides an appropriate
theoretical foundation upon which to design PD for online adjuncts and, in turn, to
examine the quality of the PD for this study.
The Problem
Many online adjunct faculty members teach as they were taught and from the
vantage point of a traditional face-to-face environment (McQuiggan, 2012).
Unfortunately, many students are not satisfied with traditional teaching methods in the
online environment, and their satisfaction has been associated with their engagement and
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learning success. Understanding the impact and implications of students’ online learning
experiences can help guide instructors, instructional designers, and administration when
developing, designing, and teaching or facilitating in online environments (Choo, Bakir,
Scagnoli, Ju, & Tong, 2019). How online adjuncts are prepared to design, provide
instruction, and facilitate the online learning process impacts the overall effectiveness of
online courses, and thus, students’ success (Gurley, 2018). As instructors have been
identified as salient in students’ success with online programs (Elliott, Rhoades, Jackson,
& Mandernach, 2015), transforming their online teaching is imperative.
PD has been identified as critical in improving online courses. Therefore,
community colleges must offer PD to online adjuncts and ensure that it is useful and
accessible to them (Berry, 2019; Elliott et al., 2015). Research on effective and
evidenced-based PD models for community college online adjuncts is very limited (Lane,
2013). Previous research on PD for faculty teaching online has typically focused on
training faculty to use technology or develop an online class within a learning
management system (LMS), with very little focus on the pedagogical practices for both
effective design and facilitation of community and learning (Lane, 2013; Berry 2019).
While some frameworks and standards, such as Quality Matters™ (QM), guide PD and
the subsequent evaluation of the design of online and blended courses, a theoretically
grounded and empirically supported PD approach, which includes not only design but
instruction and facilitation, is needed.
As Garrison et al.’s (2000) CoI framework recognized that design, instruction,
and facilitation are essential in the development of community and critical thinking in the
online environment, this framework is an appropriate guide in the development of such
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PD. In understanding the CoI elements (e.g., TP, SP, and CP) and their application in
online courses, online adjuncts may be better equipped to create an online environment
where community is present and critical thinking is facilitated. In other words, the CoI
model goes beyond the framework, such as QM, and provides guidelines for not only
design but also instruction and facilitation.
Purpose Statement
A mixed method, sequential explanatory design was used to examine community
college online adjunct faculty’s perceptions of an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD
course and its influence on their perceived competencies to use the CoI framework
elements to design, facilitate, and instruct in online courses. The mixed method design
was chosen, because using both quantitative and qualitative data elicits deep and rich
results that neither method can provide by itself (Creswell, 2014). Creswell (2011)
defined a mixed method approach as “research in which the investigator collects and
analyzes data, integrates the finding, and draws inferences using both qualitative and
quantitative approaches” (p. 4). Using this design, quantitative data were collected in
phase one of the study, and then qualitative data were collected to illuminate the findings
of the quantitative data in phase two. Amalgamating quantitative results with qualitative
results can help avoid over-reliance on statistics and provide a more in-depth
understanding of the phenomenon under study when participant experiences illuminate
the numbers (Creswell, 2014).
In phase one of the study, a quantitative, experimental, pretest-posttest
nonequivalent control group study was used to identify to what extent community college
online adjuncts’ participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course had on
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their perceived competencies to use the CoI framework elements to design, facilitate, and
instruct in an online course (e.g., TP, SP, and CP). Originally, statistical analysis was
planned to control for previous perceived competencies to demonstrate CoI while
examining the difference between the groups. However, due to the small sample size, the
percentage of increase from pre to posttest is examined across the two groups rather than
using the planned parametric analysis. The independent variable for this part was
participation in a CoI-focused PD course, which consisted of two levels: a treatment
group who participated in the CoI-focused PD and a control group who participated in the
traditional PD that is provided by the institution. The dependent variables were the
perceived competencies in the three CoI elements (e.g., TP, SP, and CP) in an online
environment, as measured by a modified version of Garrison et al.’s (2008) CoI survey
and a CoI survey designed specifically to measure faculty’s competencies developed by
Cleveland-Innes et al. (2018). For this particular study, further modifications were made
and can be found in Appendix J. Statements addressed to students were modified to
statements addressed to faculty. Furthermore, the faculty statements were modified to
indicate their competencies rather than how they felt about a particular area related to
online learning environments.
In phase two, follow-up qualitative data (e.g., interviews, field notes, and
observations) were collected to explore online adjuncts’ experiences and perceptions of
the CoI-focused PD course. The qualitative part of this study was completed to provide
an in-depth understanding of the quantitative results. This phase helped reconcile
contradictions between the results of the quantitative and qualitative findings as well as
ensure that the findings were grounded in the participants’ experiences of the CoI-
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focused PD. Field notes and observations from the participants’ assignments and
discussions from the course were used in conjunction with the interview responses. A
case study design was used to better understand how, if at all, and why participants’
experiences in the PD influenced their perceived competencies to effectively design,
facilitate, and instruct critical thinking and community (i.e., CoI elements) in an online
course. The second phase of this study was conducted as a follow-up to the quantitative
results and allowed for a deeper and more thorough understanding of their perceived
competencies (Creswell, 2014). The central phenomenon was the experience of the CoIfocused PD course in which the online adjuncts developed competencies in the three
areas of CoI to create effective online courses.
Data for the qualitative phase was collected through semi-structured interviews
and observations of interactions within the PD course. Purposeful sampling was the
premise for the selection of interview participants (6-8 online adjuncts who completed the
CoI-focused PD course and demonstrated development of competencies), which
examined the challenges and successes of the intervention during the course. Challenges
and benefits pertained to their perceived competencies to create an effective online
learning environment inclusive of all three CoI elements. Seven interviews were
conducted based on data saturation and variability of the interviews (Guest, Bunce, &
Johnson, 2006).
Research Questions
The research questions for this study were proposed as:
Research Question 1. While controlling for previous perceived competencies to
of CoI of a community college online adjunct, what effect, if any, does participation in an
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online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived competencies to use
the CoI framework elements to design, facilitate, and instruct in an online course?
Research Question 1a. While controlling for previous perceived competencies of
CoI of a community college online adjunct, what effect does their participation in an
online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived TP?
Research Question 1b. While controlling for previous perceived competencies to
create and sustain CoI of a community college online adjunct, what effect does
participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived
competencies to design, teach, and facilitate CP in online learning environments?
Research Question 1c. While controlling for previous perceived competencies to
create and sustain CoI of a community college online adjunct, what effect does
participation in an online, self-paced CoI-focused, PD course have on their perceived
competencies to design, teach, and facilitate SP in online learning environments?
Research Question 2. What can be learned from the experiences, if anything, of
community college online adjuncts’ perceived competencies to create and sustain each
CoI element within an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course?
Research Question 2a. What experiences, if any, within the online, self-paced,
CoI-focused PD course contributed to community college online adjuncts’ perceived
competencies to create and sustain each CoI element in an online learning environment?
Research Question 2b. What experiences, if any, within the online, self-paced,
CoI-focused PD course hindered community college online adjuncts’ perceived
competencies to create and sustain each CoI element in an online learning environment?
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Null Hypotheses
Null Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference in a community college
online adjuncts’ previously perceived competencies to create and sustain TP, CP, and SP
in online learning environments based on their participation in an online, self-paced, CoIfocused PD course versus participation in traditional PD, while controlling for previous
perceptions of their competencies to create and sustain CoI.
Null Hypothesis 1a. There is no significant difference in a community college
online adjuncts’ previously perceived competencies to create and sustain TP in online
learning environments based on their participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused
PD course versus participation in traditional PD, while controlling for previous
perceptions of their competencies to create and sustain CoI.
Null Hypothesis 1b. There is no significant difference in a community college
online adjuncts’ previously perceived competencies to create and sustain CP in online
learning environments based on their participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused
PD course versus participation in traditional PD, while controlling for previous
perceptions of their competencies to create and sustain CoI.
Null Hypothesis 1c. There is no significant difference in a community college
online adjuncts’ previously perceived competencies to create and sustain SP in online
learning environments based on their participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused
PD course versus participation in traditional PD, while controlling for previous
perceptions of their competencies to create and sustain CoI.
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The questions and null hypotheses were modified given the constraints of
sampling due to COVID-19. Hypotheses were not tested using statistical analyses as
planned. This is discussed in chapters three, four, and five.
Definitions
Adjunct Faculty. An adjunct is a non-tenure track faculty member who serves in
a supporting capacity to teach specific courses on a course-by-course basis. As defined by
Magda, Poulin, & Clinefelter (2015), adjunct faculty teach part-time and can include (but
not limited to) retired faculty, staff, and administrators who teach courses in addition to
other full-time positions at the institutional level or in other fields.
Cognitive Presence. CP is one of the elements of the CoI model. As defined by
Garrison et al. (2000), CP is “the extent to which learners are able to construct and
confirm meaning through sustained reflection and discourse” (p. 11).
Community College. A community college is a two-year higher education
institution where an associate’s degree or other certifications can be obtained upon
completion of course requirements (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
Community of Inquiry. CoI is a theoretical framework and methodology that
focuses on context and the actual learning experience (e.g., SP, CP, and TP). In 2000,
Garrison et al. developed the CoI model to support online learning communities.
Constructivism. Constructivism is a theory of knowledge and is related to the
scientific study of human learning. Constructivism suggests that people construct their
perception and awareness of the world through experiencing things and emulating those
experiences.
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Course Design. As defined by Vaughan, Cleveland-Innes, & Garrison (2013),
course design is a “planning process that includes consideration of many content and
process issues related to the intended learning outcomes” (p. 21).
Direct Instruction. The third element of TP refers to direct instruction, which as
defined by Cleveland-Innes and Garrison (2010), “includes any lecture-like material
included in online courses, as well as instruction included in feedback to students” (p.
125).
Distance Education. Cleveland-Innes and Garrison (2010) define distance
education as “internet-based learning that delivers content and enables communication
between instructor and students, online teaching and learning is rooted in the transaction
of distance education and advanced computer and communication technologies” (p. 2).
Facilitation. Facilitation focuses on how you teach rather than what you teach. In
an online environment, instructors have two main roles: (1) to design content; (2)
facilitate the learning process. “A facilitator guides the learning process by providing
opportunities for faculty to build knowledge and skills” (Vaughan et al., 2013, p. 45). An
instructor should engage in facilitation by helping learners understand the common
objectives and how to achieve the learning outcomes of an online course. Various
strategies are implemented to facilitate learning and engage students in the course.
Online Adjunct Faculty. “Online adjunct faculty are tasked primarily with
teaching responsibilities, which can run the gamut from instructing a class onsite or
online (fully web or hybrid/blended), to full course design, teaching pre-designed
courses, advising students, and everything in between” (Gibson & O’Keefe, 2019, p. 1).
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Online Learning. Online learning is defined as “instruction delivered on a digital
device (such as a desktop computer, tablet, or smartphone) that is intended to support
learning” (Clark & Mayer, 2011, p. 8). Online learning includes several elements of
traditional learning environments: Courses include content and instructional methods that
allow learners to make meaningful connections, delivery methods (e.g., web-enhanced
courses, hybrid, or fully online vs. synchronous/asynchronous), and flexibility of
instruction.
Online Teaching. Teaching online includes developing curriculum content and
instructional design, creating meaningful learning activities and timelines, monitoring
and managing collaboration/managing social interactions, guiding the use of technology,
assessment, learning support, and ensuring that students reach their learning outcomes
(Badia, Garcia, & Meneses, 2017).
Professional Development. Alexiou-Ray and Bentley (2015) defines PD as
attributes to many types of educational experiences related to a practitioner's work. When
educators use the term PD, it can encompass the following: a formal process such as a
conference, seminar, or workshop; collaborative learning among members of colleagues
or a team; a course at a college or university; or online courses (e.g., MOOC or Open
Education Resources).
Social Presence. Garrison (2009) describes SP as “the ability of participants to
identify with the community (e.g., course of study), communicate purposefully in a
trusting environment, and develop inter-personal relationships by way of projecting their
individual personalities” (p. 352).
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Teaching Presence. TP, also known as instructor presence, is one of the most
critical components of the CoI model. Garrison et al. (2001) breaks down the instructor
role into three parts: "the design, facilitation, and direction of cognitive and social
processes for the purpose of realizing personally meaningful and educationally
worthwhile learning outcomes” (p. 5).
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Review of Literature
Introduction
Kyei-Blankson and Keengwe (2011) argued that “high-quality online instruction
would require a comprehensive view of the online teaching and learning process and the
commitment to diversify instruction to better meet the needs of all online learners” (p.
26). If adjunct faculty are going to have a comprehensive understanding of online
education and the strategies needed to facilitate effective online education for diverse
learners, they need quality PD. Due to the lack of evidence-based or empiricallysupported PD opportunities for online adjuncts, they often teach as they were taught.
Furthermore, many distance educators have not previously taken online courses
themselves, which leaves them without a benchmark for facilitating in an online
environment (Schmidt et al., 2016).
Previous research on online PD for instructors has primarily focused on course
design and technology use; however, effective online education includes not only
instructors’ perceived competencies to design online courses but also facilitating learning
and teaching in an online learning environment (Vaughan et al., 2013). Direct instruction
and facilitation are critical components of TP that promotes a sense of community (i.e.,
SP) and opportunities for promoting critical thinking (i.e., CP).
Constructs of design and organization, facilitation of learning, and direct
instruction are a pivotal components of online teaching as well as creating a learning
environment where students experience community, are challenged to think critically,
and create meaningful discourse (Garrison et al., 2000). Training instructors to learn not
only how to design but guide online learning via facilitation and instruction is, thus,
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critical to online student success (Garrison & Akyol, 2013). Online environments require
instructors to “thoughtfully and intentionally” select course content, design learning
activities, and create opportunities for evaluation and “reflective feedback” in addition to
direct instruction and facilitation (Arbaugh et al., 2008, p. 134).
Therefore, this literature review focuses on the need to implement the CoI
elements when teaching online, elements of effective PD, the growth of online education,
the need for and benefits of PD for online adjuncts, identifying the current PD being
offered, and the literature gap that provides the impetus for the study.
Research was conducted with the University of Memphis library databases
(ERIC, UNESCO Education for All, and Education Full Text), WorldCat, and Google
Scholar. Keywords for finding relevant articles consisted of: “online faculty professional
development,” “teaching presence,” “cognitive presence,” “social presence,” “online
teaching facilitation,” “CoI,” “online teaching preparedness,” “online teacher readiness,”
“online teaching PD,” online adjunct, adjunct professional development, online adjunct
training, and “facilitation of online learning.”
Theoretical Context
There are several ways to conceptualize and study effective online education;
however, critical lines of research have consistently identified two crucial factors
associated with quality, effective online higher education: (a) community and (b) critical
thinking for learning (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Rovai, 2002; Moore, 2019). One of the
most thoroughly researched and utilized frameworks to study effective online education
that recognizes both the importance of community and critical thinking is Garrison et
al.’s (2000) CoI framework, which is based in constructivism.
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Constructivism is centered on the role of the student (i.e., student-centered
learning) and the role of the instructor (i.e., facilitator). Dewey (1933) purported that
creating a sense of community as well as the process of inquiry and facilitating are
central to learning. Dewey was a pragmatist, philosopher, educator, and leader of the
progressive movement; and he was a founder of constructivism and other philosophical
theories.
Based on Dewey’s (1933) practical inquiry model and consistent with many of the
tenets of social constructivist theory, Garrison developed the CoI framework in the late
1990s to assess the teaching and learning process in asynchronous, text-based e-learning
environments. Since its development, the structure of the CoI model has been validated
through factor analysis and was deemed beneficial for online learning in higher
education, including traditional environments, synchronous and asynchronous
environments, as well as hybrid or blended settings (Garrison et al., 2000). In their CoI
framework, they recognized design, instruction, and facilitation are essential in the
development of community and critical thinking in the online environment. The
framework is appropriate to guide the development of such PD. The CoI model,
grounded in constructivism, provides validity to the foundation of this study and
examines how effective PD of online teaching is necessary for further research. Each CoI
element (i.e., TP, SP, and CP) is discussed further in the following section of the
literature review and connects to the dependent variables of this study.
Community of Inquiry (CoI) is defined as “a group of individuals who
collaboratively engage in purposeful critical discourse and reflection to construct
personal meaning and confirm mutual understanding” (Garrison, 2011, p. 2). The CoI
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model assumes effective learning in an online environment requires interaction among
three elements: teaching presence (TP), social presence (SP), and cognitive presence
(CP). Garrison et al. (2004) argued that each element is interdependent and essential to
the learning process (see Figure 1).

Figure 1

Community of Inquiry Model

Reprinted with permission from Garrison et al. (2000) p. 88 (see Appendix H).
Each element of the CoI framework is categorized and broken down into
individual indicators. SP is defined as emotional expression (emotions), open
communication (risk-free expression), and group cohesion (encouraging collaboration)
(Garrison, 2007). CP includes triggering event (sense of puzzlement), exploration
(information exchange), integration (connecting ideas), and resolution (apply new ideas).
It is further explained as instructional management (defining and initiating discussion
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topics), building understanding (sharing personal meaning), direct instruction (focusing
discussion). The following sections will break down each interdependent element,
categories, and indicators of the CoI framework (see Table 1).
Table 1

Community of Inquiry Coding Template

Elements
Cognitive
Presence

Categories
Triggering Event
Exploration
Integration
Resolution

Indicators
Sense of puzzlement
Information exchange
Connecting ideas
Apply new ideas

Social Presence

Emotional Expression
Open Communication
Group Cohesion

Emotions
Risk-free expression
Encouraging collaboration

Teaching
Presence

Instructional
Defining and initiating discussion
Management
topics
Building Understanding
Sharing personal meaning
Direct Instruction
Focusing discussion
Reprinted with permission from Garrison et al. (2000) p. 89 (see Appendix H).
Teaching Presence
The most critical and dynamic element of the CoI framework and that which

encompasses and embraces the other components is teaching presence. TP is the “design,
facilitation, and direction of cognitive and social processes for the purpose of realizing
personally meaningful and educationally worthwhile learning outcomes” (Anderson,
Rourke, Garrison, & Archer, 2001, p. 5). For learning to occur, all three elements are
essential and require a collaborative construction of knowledge (Anderson et al., 2001).
In previous research, TP has been typically presented as the final component of this
model; however, because the other elements depend on TP, it should be clearly evident in
the learning inquiry process and online environment.
Of the three elements in the CoI framework, TP is the core component that
contributes to the learning process (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007). When establishing a CoI
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in an online environment, CP and SP are dependent on an instructor (Garrison et al.,
2000). To expand further on this definition, Garrison divided TP in three main parts: (a)
course design and organization, (b) facilitation, and (c) direct instruction. Much
controversy has been centered on TP, suggesting that it consists of only two distinct and
independent facets (Shea et al., 2006). However, empirical research for the three-factor
CoI model has been further explored by several scholars (Arbaugh & Hwang, 2006;
LaPointe & Gunawardena, 2004; Stien, Wanstreet, Calvin, Overtoom, & Wheaton,
2005). Instructors are responsible for providing opportunities for reflection and discourse,
hence, providing a connection between the presences. When learners are engaging in
critical discourse as well as in application of knowledge attainment and course outcomes,
their interactions must be guided, structured, and facilitated by a subject matter expert
(Hewitt, 2003; Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005). Establishing curriculum pertains to
(a) identifying resources, (b) defining and aligning clear outcomes and objectives, (c),
providing individual and collaborative structured and theoretical lessons and activities,
(d) developing timelines and time frames, and (e) developing assessment opportunities
(Garrison & Anderson, 2003). Facilitation of learning requires instructors to create a
climate where critical discourse takes place and is sustained. Providing direct instruction
includes (a) integrating research, (b) introducing students to discipline-specific nuances,
(c) scaffolding, and (d) modeling characteristics of engaged, self-directed learners.
Of the three elements, TP has been cited the fewest amount of times throughout
distance education literature (Kovanović et al., 2018). However, without an established
curriculum, direct instruction, and facilitation of learning, social and cognitive processes
are less likely to be present (Garrison & Anderson, 2003).
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Establishing
Curriculum

•Creating a climate where critical
discourse takes place and is
sustained (Garrison & Anderson,
2003, p. 83)

•Identifying resources
•Defining and alignment of clear outcomes and objectives
•Technology concerns/content curation/media selection
•Structured and theoretical lessons/activities (individual
and collaborative)
•Developing timelines and time frames
•Designing assessment opportunities (Garrison &
Anderson, 2003, p. 79)

Facilitation
of
Learning

Direct
Instruction

•Integrating research
•Introducing students to discipline-specific nuances
•Scaffolding
•Modeling characteristics of engaged, self-directed
learners (Garrison & Anderson, 2003, p. 88)

Figure 2

Elements of Teaching Presence

Empirical research suggested that TP is critical to the learning process and
significantly influences students’ satisfaction, knowledge attainment, and engagement
with the course topic (Arbaugh et al., 2008). Guidance of instructional paths, intellectual
and pedagogical discourse, and meaningful feedback from subject matter experts were
notably more significant to learner success and strongly related to positive course
outcomes (Shea et al., 2003). While studies have implied that well-designed courses have
negated the need for TP (Anagnostopoulos, Basmadjian, & McCrory, 2005), others have
purported that it can be built within the deliberate and effective design of a course
(Kupczynski, Ice, Wiesenmayer, McCluskey, 2010). TP begins with the design of an
online course, but more importantly “continues throughout the course implementation as
the instructor facilitates it and uses direct instruction to communicate content knowledge
(Caskurlu, Maeda, Richardson, & Lv, 2020). Shea et al. (2003) with the SUNY Learning
Network indicated that Chickering and Gamson’s (1989) Seven Principles of Good
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Practice, which aligns with Garrison et al.’s (2000) CoI model, are essential elements of
instruction and learning transaction, which are crucial in the creation and sustainment of
online courses (see Figure 3). Thus, TP supports the development of learning, which
includes triggering events, exploration, integration, and resolution (Garrison et al., 2000).

Figure 3

Principles of Good Practice and Elements of an Educational Experience
Reprinted with permission from Shea (2003) p. 64 (see Appendix K).
Social Presence

Garrison (2009) described social presence as “the ability of participants to
identify with the community (e.g., course of study), communicate purposefully in a
trusting environment, and develop interpersonal relationships by way of projecting their
individual personalities” (p. 352). It is critical for students to feel socially and
emotionally connected with others in a traditional environment; subsequently, a virtual
presence could impact the overall success in an online course (Picciano, 2002;
Richardson & Swan, 2003; Swan, 2002; Swan & Shih, 2005; Tu, 2000). Knowledge
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construction can be difficult in isolation; furthermore, developing relationships within a
community is pertinent and can guide the learning process. An atmosphere that is
conducive to facilitating learner interactions promotes reflection and discourse, sharing of
knowledge and experiences, collaboration to gain insight from peers, as well as critical
thinking and problem-solving skills. Garrison et al. (2000) identified three categories of
SP: (1) emotional expression, (2) open communication, and (3) group cohesion (see
Figure 4).

Figure 4

Practical Inquiry Model
Reprinted with permission from Garrison (2007) (see Appendix H).

Richardson and Swan (2003) examined SP in online courses related to students’
perceived learning and satisfaction. Their findings concluded that students with more
opportunities to incorporate SP learned more than those with fewer opportunities to
interact with their peers. Affective communication (or emotional expression) refers to
self-projection and expression of emotions (Garrison, 2011). Open communication
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involves the learning environment as a whole (or the learning climate) and allows
students to feel they are in a risk-free environment where they can openly assert
themselves as a learner. Lastly, group cohesion allows for the creation of group identity
and promotes collaboration of learners. Therefore, a sense of belonging (or SP) should
include: (1) trust, (2) feeling welcomed, (3) sense of control (i.e., accountability or
responsibility), (4) feeling accomplished, (5) willingness to engage in discussion and
collaborative activities, (6) conversational tone, and (7) questioning attitude or persona.
Shea et al. (2005) suggested that SP depends on TP and CP—the instructors’ behaviors
can determine the amount of SP in an online environment. Recent studies have expressed
the importance for TP to effect student satisfaction (Chakraborty & Nafukho, 2015; Shea,
Hayes, & Vickers, 2009). However, Shea and Bidjerano (2009) determined that the
student experience that was created through TP encouraged SP. Hence, solidifying that
TP is the key component in the development of CP and SP. Ultimately, Garrison (2007)
claimed that “the purpose of social presence in an educational context is to create the
conditions for inquiry and quality interaction in order to collaboratively achieve
worthwhile educational goals” (p. 64).
Cognitive Presence
As defined by Garrison et al. (2001), cognitive presence is “the extent to which
learners are able to construct and confirm meaning through sustained reflection and
discourse” (p. 11). Garrison et al. (2000) implied that random exchanges; undirected,
unsystematic approaches; and “dumps of opinions” create dissonances and problems
related to triggering events, exploration of discipline-specific subject matter, and
reflective discourse and ownership of learning. Furthermore, as Akyol and Garrison
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(2011) implored, “Metacognition in an online learning community is defined as the set of
higher knowledge and skills to monitor and regulate manifest cognitive process of self
and others” (p. 184). Students learn best through explaining, using questioning strategies,
providing justification, and clarification within a community of learners.
CP is outlined in the CoI framework, which is grounded in critical thinking,
practical inquiry, and higher-order thinking processes (Garrison et al., 2000). CP can be
explained in a sequential order of events starting with a triggering event that is initiated
by the facilitator and that emerges from a problem or experience and that creates a sense
of puzzlement (Garrison, 2011). The role of the facilitator is to recognize educational
contexts or learning challenges that need to be addressed to achieve learning goals
(Garrison et al., 2000).
The next phase, exploration, is associated with CP and makes a shift from private
and shared worlds that provides opportunities for discourse and reflection. Even though
the phases of this process can be achieved independently by the learner, Garrison and
Arbaugh (2007) suggested that the nature of assignments and direct instruction
(facilitation and TP) contribute to resolving a learning challenge and achieving course
outcomes. The integration phase allows learners to make sense of information by making
meaningful connections, which then provides students with the knowledge to make a
resolution, the final stage (Garrison, 2011).
Critical thinking is germane to the educational process and contributes to
cognitive processes. Examples of CP issues in online environments include: (1)
assessment consideration, (2) organization and limited curriculum, (3) selecting learning
activities and aligning outcomes, (4) time for reflection, and (5) integrating collaborative

23

and active learning (Garrison, 2011). These issues pertain to the design and organization
of learning, which are a direct component of efficiently and effectively facilitating
learning in an online environment.

Resolution

•Apply new knowledge in real-world applicable scenarios - show
ownership of knowledge attainment - feedback from instructor and
peers (deep)
•Asynchronous learning application (content-content vs. contentinstructor-student) - feedback and discourse not present (surface)

Integration

Exploration

•Connecting ideas through sharing and synthesizing, reflection
of knowledge (deep)
•Lack of connection between objectives, content, activities,
assessment - course not aligned properly (surface)

•Information Exchange (deep)
•Memorization of facts (surface)
•Diverse interactions (deep)
•Telecourse-type interactions (read, assess, repeat)
(surface)

Triggering Event (Deep)

Figure 5

•Welcoming new ideas (deep)
•"Putting down" new ideas (surface)
•Linking facts, ideas, and notions (deep)
•Repeating information (surface)

Phases of Cognitive Presence (Deep vs. Surface Learning)
From (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007)

Concluded from the literature on critical thinking and through the work of Dewey
(1933), CP is more focused on higher-order thinking rather than learning outcomes.
Throughout the cognitive process, higher-order thinking opportunities must be present to
detect individual thought processes. The majority of the research pertaining to CP and its
association with TP showed the need for more opportunities for integration and resolution
responses (see Figure 5 criteria) in distance education courses. Providing students with
more opportunities for collaboration with peers and subject matter experts fills the gap of
decreasing surface-level learning and increase deep-learning experiences. Garrison and
Arbaugh (2007) noted that CP is the most difficult element to develop in an online
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environment, which elicits the need to ensure the other components support and provide
infrastructure to the entire framework.
To date, research has consistently shown that students infrequently engage in the
last two stages (e.g., integration and resolution) of CP in online discussions (Fahy,
Crawford, & Ally, 2001; Kanuka & Anderson, 1998; Murphy, 2004; Vaughan &
Garrison, 2005). CP has been identified as the most difficult element of the CoI
framework to study and to develop in the online course (Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007;
Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005). In their transcript analyses of exchanges in two
graduate-level courses, Garrison et al. (2000) found that exploration discourse was the
most frequent (42%) and higher-order thinking responses were less frequent. Only 13%
of the dialogue was coded as integration and 4% as resolution. Meyer (2003) found
similar results in her analysis of online threaded discussions using Garrison et al.’s (2000)
four phases of CP. She found that 18% of the dialogue could be coded as triggering, 51%
as exploration, 22% as integration, and 7% as resolution. Additional responses were
coded as social or error. Kanuka, Liam, and Laflamme (2007) studied five online
activities and found that the proportion of interactions categorized as resolution was low
(20.21%). The results of these studies demonstrated that higher-order thinking (e.g.,
integration and resolution responses) can occur in online discussions and courses, but it
occurs infrequently. Thus, Rourke and Anderson (2004) stated, “that the analysis is
descriptive and at some point, there needs to be a transition to inference and a richer
definition of test validity” (p. 9). Ultimately, this research concluded that learners should
be led to opportunities that allow them to reach the highest levels of cognitive
development. This approach can be done through direct instruction, collaborative
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learning, and exploration (e.g., problem-solving and critical thinking). Providing learners
with a well-balanced course, inclusive of all CoI components, can elevate
accomplishments and overall success in an online course.
Throughout the literature, several reasons for the lack of CP in the e-learning
environment, or simply the lack of CP detection, have been proposed. Higher-order
thinking may be difficult to detect because it involves individual thought processes, and
the majority of the research assessing CP has used transcript analysis of asynchronous
discussions (Garrison et al., 2000; McKline, Harmon, Evans, & Jone, 2001; Meyer,
2004). However, Celentin (2007) purported that the role of the instructor is the primary
reason that online discussion does not move to higher levels of CP; other researchers
have suggested that questions the instructor poses have the potential to encourage or
inhibit higher-order thinking. Meyer (2003) found that “the question initiating each of the
online discussions influenced the level of the responses from students” (p. 101).
Similarly, Arnold and Ducate (2006) found that questions that ask students to practically
apply knowledge move online discussion from exploration to integration and resolution.
The lack of direct assignments may also inhibit students from moving toward the
integration and resolution phases of CP (Meyer, 2004). Deficiency in teacher facilitation
and teacher direction may inhibit CP in the online environment. While many reasons may
exist for why higher-order thinking responses occur infrequently or are rarely detected,
instructor’s design, facilitation, and direct instruction were the most frequently cited,
suggesting that online instructors need training that encompasses all components and
indicators of the CoI Model.
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Summary of CoI Framework Research
The CoI literature clearly demonstrated the importance of each element and the
interrelatedness among the three elements in the facilitation of effective online education.
Researchers have suggested that while SP is necessary and foundational to CP, it is not
sufficient to create a meaningful educational experience. If learners are to engage in
critical discourse and higher-order knowledge application, their interactions must be
structured, directed, and facilitated (Hewitt, 2003; Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005;
Shea et al., 2003). TP is important, because it supports the development of CP (e.g.,
trigger event, exploration, integration, and resolution; Garrison & Cleveland- Innes,
2005). The literature on the CoI model solidified the importance for further development
of faculty through PD opportunities that help them facilitate online learning. Prior
research substantiated the belief that Garrison et al.’s (2000) framework is the prevailing
method for a “transactional educational experience whose core function is to manage and
monitor the dynamic for thinking and learning collaboratively (Garrison, 2017, p. 24). In
the past decade, it has become widely accepted that the three components of the CoI
framework together create meaningful, collaborative, and constructivist disquisition that
is necessary for higher levels of learning inquiry (Garrison & Akyol, 2013; Garrison &
Arbaugh, 2007).
Growth of Online Learning in Community Colleges
In 2012, the Coalition on the Academic Workforce reported that 70% of the
faculty population were adjunct faculty, defined as faculty who are part-time and nontenured. In a 2015 survey by Magda et al., adjuncts have played a pivotal role in the
growth of online learning programs across the country—they have been the primary
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instructors for online programs across universities and colleges. Adjuncts have played a
critical role in supporting institutions to continue growth and scale operations in online
learning programs; however, their instruction requires transformation to teach in online
learning environments. The study determined, unfortunately, that when adjuncts were
hired to teach online, professional training and development was not guaranteed or
required. With the previous research suggesting the salience of faculty in creating
effective online environments (Elliott et al., 2015) and the lack of skills and knowledge
many adjunct have related to online learning (Alexiou-Ray, J., & Bentley, C., 2015),
Magda et al. (2015) recommended that community colleges can better ensure student
success in online courses if they institute the following: (1) choose a model for course
design or provide online adjuncts with a master course (also known as a “canned
course”), (2) set clear expectations for PD and faculty engagement with students, and (3)
require training for online adjuncts prior to teaching. Understanding the impact and
implications of students’ online learning experiences can help guide instructors,
instructional designers, and administration when attempting to develop, design, and teach
or facilitate in online learning environments (Choo et al., 2019).
Online Adjunct Faculty Preparedness
Preparing instructors to teach online is critical for student success in online
courses. Most adjuncts do not have a background in education, even though they are
knowledgeable in their specific subject. In order to be an online adjunct, you must have a
master’s degree in the related discipline (e.g., mathematics, biology, business, etc.).
Alexiou-Ray and Bentley (2015) suggested that “faculty must develop and balance
content-specific practices with technology pedagogies for online learning environments
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to maximize opportunities for student learning” (p. 1). However, many adjuncts lack the
proper training to facilitate learning in online environments. In a study by Mandernach et
al. (2015), online adjuncts were characterized by degrees obtained and teaching
experience to outline and highlight institutional adaptions and implications necessary to
accommodate their needs, so they would be better prepared to teach in an online
environment. They discovered that 64.2% of online adjuncts had a master’s degree, while
the remaining adjuncts had a doctoral degree or were degree-seeking. With regards to the
adjuncts’ graduate degrees, none were specific to education, teaching, or training. As for
teaching experience, the adjuncts reported a mean of 6.83 years teaching within higher
education, and 4.08 years in an online learning environment. Instructors had experience
teaching but no formal training in online environments. Furthermore, experience does not
negate lack of training. However, even with experience, they reported feeling unprepared
to teach, with lack of preparedness for online teaching noted as a major concern. If
adjuncts reported that they had training, it was often limited to how to use the LMS. Lack
of training results in poor teaching practices and adjuncts are not prepared to teach in an
online learning environment. The study’s findings provided implications that online
adjunct training is needed and that it should go beyond instructional technology strategies
to include pedagogy and learning theory in PD to make adequate connections between
the content and learning experience. As outlined by the Online Learning Consortium in
2017, current PD on designing online learning environments has focused on planning,
structuring, and organizing online environments; aligning course objectives in an online
course; managing the LMS; accessibility of online courses; grading and rubrics; and
purposeful use of online tools and technology. However, continued PD regarding the
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facilitation of learning is still needed: (1) aligning course outcomes and objectives with
activities and assessments, (2) creating authentic online assessments, (3) developing
online student interactions (peer-to-peer, student-to-instructor, and student-content), (4)
online communication strategies and personalization, and (4) creating online
relationships. To facilitate in an online environment, adjuncts need PD that reinforces
skills in content delivery, course facilitation, course management support, design and
content (Bigatel et al., 2012; Grabowski et al., 2016). Teaching online depends on a
process different from a traditional face-to-face environment for preparation in order to
accommodate the “new paradigm, strategies, technologies, and skill requirements” as
well as understanding the importance of the relationship between adjuncts’ perceived
competencies to effectively facilitate an online course to student satisfaction and
retention (Reisman, Flores, & Edge, 2003, p. 247; Anderson, 2013). Further research
confirms this.
With the current lack in PD for online adjuncts, transforming their online teaching
is imperative to maintain and increase student enrollments in online courses. In higher
education, PD for online learning has primarily focused on course design with little
regard for the facilitation and instruction in online learning. Few models have addressed
adjuncts’ prior knowledge of teaching online, characteristics of their readiness, logistical
issues, and format of the PD (McQuiggan, 2012). In fact, “most models lead faculty
through a process focused on learning and change, but none of them provide deliberate
feedback or reflection to use what they are learning for online teaching” (p. 29).
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Current Access to PD in Higher Education for Online Adjunct Faculty
Online adjuncts have few opportunities for PD in higher education. Prior research
substantiates that online adjuncts have taken on more responsibilities to fill staffing voids
of online course offerings. Additionally, adjuncts are not assigned to a course until
administration sees an enrollment need, so preparation and adequate training are often not
an option (Puzziferro-Schnitzer & Kissinger, 2005). PD opportunities, in addition to
formal education (e.g., degree, certification, or informal training), are necessary for
online teaching; though more readily offered to full-time faculty, they are still limited for
adjuncts (Puzziferro-Schnitzer & Kissinger, 2005). Many adjuncts teach for supplemental
income and have other full-time jobs; many teach for several colleges, are paid poorly,
have time constraints, and geographic limitations. Therefore, not only is PD needed, but
the unique characteristics of online adjuncts also must be considered. For example, an
adjunct who works another full-time job during the day could not attend a training
provided during the normal working hours (usually evenings and weekends are devoted
to adjunct work). PD for online adjuncts should be intentional, continuous, flexible,
convenient, accessible, and systemic in order to increase the knowledge base and
translate effects into student achievement (Ndonkfack, 2015). Due to time constraints,
training in an online format may help meet the needs of online adjuncts and expose them
to the teaching environment where they will develop and facilitate their curriculum.
Effective Professional Development for Online Learning
When implementing an online PD initiative, three broad areas should be
acknowledged: theoretical, applied, and institutional components (Elliott et al., 2015). In
other words, the PD needs to be grounded in a theory of model, such as CoI. PD needs to
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provide opportunity for application. Syracuse University’s School of Information Studies
determined the following PD design needs for online instructors: a sandbox, playground,
or master course to apply best practices they learn; access to resources for courses they
teach, such as a shell or template course; successful institutional data that can guide their
performance; a “new” faculty course training or PD (e.g., a self-paced, online training or,
depending on adjuncts’ availability, provided by instructional designers and online
teaching experts); an online faculty mentor (i.e., someone who has previously taught
online); and quick resources or instructor guides (Lorenzetti, 2009). Finally,
administration should provide a more robust description for job qualifications needed for
online adjuncts, eliciting experience in the LMS and facilitation in online learning
environments (Puzziferro-Schnitzer & Kissinger, 2005).
Summary
As technology evolves to heighten online educational experiences, institutions
need to adequately recognize factors that impact learner success as well as provide
effective and efficient PD opportunities to prepare faculty for facilitation in online
courses (Kane, Shaw, Pang, Salley, & Snider, 2016). As Martin, Wang, and Sadaf
explained (2018), “A facilitator guides the learning process by providing opportunities
for faculty to build knowledge and skills” (p. 52). Effective online learning is, thus,
supported by a faculty member’s competence to support such an environment, which
Garrison et al. (2000) purported is inclusive of TP, CP, and SP. Since adjuncts are the
majority at most institutions, they must be supported better through PD opportunities,
which are specific to the environment in which they will be teaching. Additionally, in
planning PD opportunities for online instructors, the facilitators and strategies they use to
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guide participating adjuncts should be carefully chosen to model the types of teaching
strategies that they will be expected to adopt in their online courses. PD should include
formalized and regular adjunct training along with frequent communication about best
practices. PD should be an ongoing part of their teaching responsibilities (Fabrice, 2010).
Effective facilitation and instruction in an online environment are critical to ensure
student success.
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Methodology
Investigation Plan
As indicated in Chapter 1, two phases were conducted in this study to examine to
what extent community college online adjunct faculty’s participation in an online, selfpaced, CoI-focused PD course had on their perceived competencies to CoI-focused PD
course have on their perceived competencies to use the CoI framework elements to
design, facilitate, and instruct in an online course. A mixed method, sequential
explanatory design was used and deemed the most appropriate based on the research
intent. Phase one included a quantitative, experimental, pretest-posttest nonequivalent
control group design, while phase two included a case study design.
Phase One
In the first phase of this study, a quantitative, experimental, pretest-posttest
nonequivalent control group design was used to examine to what extent community
college adjuncts’ participation in an CoI-focused PD course influenced their perceived
competencies to use the CoI framework elements to design, facilitate, and instruct in an
online course. It was hypothesized that participation in such a course, as compared to
traditional PD provided by the institution that focuses on teaching pedagogies but not
inclusive of online settings, would result in their higher perceived competences to create
an effective online learning environment.
Participants completed an initial pretest before being randomly assigned to the
treatment group (CoI-focused PD course) or to the control group (traditional PD). After
four weeks, the intervention was completed, and participants completed a posttest. The
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pretest and posttest were identical and were used to measure achieved competencies in
the areas of TP, SP, and CP.
A quantitative approach was appropriate for the initial phase, as the aim of the
study was to measure community college online adjuncts’ understanding of creating an
online environment conducive of all three CoI elements, using an instrument before and
after an intervention. The experimental design was deemed the most suitable for this
study, since the goal was to compare the differences between two groups (Creswell,
2014).
Phase Two
In the second phase of this study, a follow-up qualitative case-study design was
used to collect data from online adjuncts who participated in the intervention (i.e., CoIfocused PD course) to explore which elements of the PD course, if any, helped or
hindered their experience as they attempted to develop competencies within the three
areas of CoI. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with seven purposefully
selected participants, who both participated in the CoI-focused PD course and
demonstrated a change in competencies across the three CoI elements, based on their
pretest and posttest results, which included years of teaching experience, ethnicity,
gender, and discipline. Seven interviews were conducted (Guest et al., 2006).
A case study design was chosen to further investigate online adjuncts’
experiences by gathering data from interviews that provided an in-depth analysis of their
participation and experiences in the treatment group with the intent of understanding how
and why participation led to increased competence in TP, SP, and CP. Observations and
review of materials from the PD course were also included. A case study method within a
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bounded system (one PD at one college) allows researchers to investigate empirical
topics by following a set of procedures that explores intricate phenomena and identifies
themes and patterns to provide clarity and practical application of the aforementioned
research questions (Yin, 2009). The case study elaborates on the experiences of the
adjuncts’ who participated in the CoI PD (n=7).
Participants
Participants consisted of adjunct faculty from a community college in Tennessee
(Pseudonym: Community College X) who taught at least one online course, whether fully
asynchronous (self-paced), synchronous (meet weekly online), or blended (self-paced and
meet occasionally throughout the semester, either online or face-to-face). Community
college online adjuncts are defined as non-tenured, part-time faculty who do not receive
state benefits (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). They work on a semester-by-semester contract
and teach based on enrollment and need.
Phase One
To solicit participants for phase one of this study, Community College X provided
me with an email list of adjunct faculty names teaching online in spring 2020. In order to
gain participation, an initial and two follow-up invitations were emailed in January and
February of 2021. The email informed them of the timeline and purpose of the study. If
these online adjuncts agreed to participate, they completed an informed consent and
pretest, consisting of a modified version of the CoI survey as well as demographic,
experience, and semester schedule questions (Garrison et al., 2008; Cleveland-Innes, et
al., 2018). Demographic and experience questions gathered information about the
following:
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•

gender,

•

race,

•

years of teaching experience at the community college level,

•

years of experience teaching online,

•

length of employment at the community college where the study took place,

•

area of teaching expertise (e.g., education degree or non-education), and

•

PD experience.

Ethnicity, gender, years of experience teaching in higher education, and levels of
degrees varied across groups. Online adjuncts who agreed to participate were divided into
separate groups by random assignment. They were assigned to the intervention group or
control group by using an online group-name generator. All participants’ names were
added to the name-generator and it automatically divided the participants into two
separate groups. Those in the intervention group received the CoI-focused PD course,
while the control group only participated in the traditional PD opportunities provided by
the institution. The control group, however, was considered a wait-list control and were
offered the opportunity to participate in the course following the study, later in spring or
summer 2021 semester.
The size of each group was dependent on the willingness of online adjuncts to
participate, and the number of participants in this study was smaller than what was
ideally suggested by Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) for the chosen design. The volunteer
rate was 9.95% (n=20). Ten participated in the intervention group, and 10 participated in
the control group.
Phase Two
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For the qualitative phase, the interview participants were determined and chosen,
based on their participation in the treatment group in phase one of the study; thus,
purposeful sampling was used (Creswell, 2014). Purposeful sampling (also known as
criterion sampling) can be useful to identify and understand data that are informationrich, to enhance quantitative data, and to conduct in-depth follow-up when quantitate data
may be useful (Creswell, 2014). Based on the results from the instrumentation,
participation and change in competencies were used as identifiers to determine
participation in the interviews. Saturation and maximum variation were used to determine
the continuation of the interview process (6-8 were predicted to be the maximum number
of participants). Additional incentives were provided to the five interview participants
(e.g., a $10 Amazon card per interviewee).
Setting
This study was conducted in an online learning environment at Community
College X. It was chosen because of my previous employment at the institution. The
college has nine campuses in nine counties across East and Middle Tennessee. Adjunct
faculty live mostly across the state and a few live in other countries. Table 2 demonstrates
that there are 201 adjuncts out of 366 total faculty employed across disciplines.
Table 2

2020 Faculty by Division

Academic Division

Adjunct

Clinical
Instructors

Health Sciences
Humanities
Mathematics and Sciences
Social Science, Business,
and Education
Total

25
55
46
75

18
0
0
0

201*

18

*32 fewer adjuncts from 2019
38

Full-Time Faculty
Post(Including Program Retirement
Directors)
Faculty
40
3
29
2
36
2
34
1
139**

8***

Total
86
86
84
110
366

**3 more full-time faculty from 2019
***3 fewer post-retirement faculty from 2019
In the fall of 2019, 193 fully online and 103 hybrid courses were offered at
Community College X. At this time, there are no 100% online degree programs. The
college offers residential degrees, with online courses as an alternative to face-to-face
courses. Table 3 shows a gradual increase in online offerings at the college over the past
five years.
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Table 3

Year
2019 FA
2018 FA
2017 FA
2016 FA
2015 FA

2015 – 2019 Enrollment by Method of Delivery
Interactive 2-Way
Video (Online)

TN eCampus
(Online)

Hybrid

Computer-Based
Interactive Media
(Synchronous)

Web
(Asynchronous/
Synchronous)

% Alternative
Delivery

Alternative
Delivery FTE

Total FTE

3.7 %
3.7 %
3.6 %
4.2 %
4.7 %

1.5 %
2.7 %
2.4 %
2.7 %
2.4 %

8.4 %
9.2 %
6.9 %
6.1 %
5.3 %

3.2 %
4.6 %
4.8 %
4.7 %
6.6 %

15.4 %
13.5 %
12.4 %
12.2 %
11.7 %

32.3 %
33.6 %
29.9 %
29.8 %
20.8 %

1175.00
1211.00
1078.4
1057.53
1124.19

3634.33 %
3601.80 %
3604.26 %
3548.47 %
3650.93 %

At Community College X, courses are offered as asynchronous online, blended, and face-to-face. Across all courses, students
were surveyed in 2019, rating their active and collaborative learning as low. According to Table 4, students have a -1.9 difference
compared to other Tennessee community colleges in active and collaborative learning and a -.03 difference in support for learners.
Table 4

2019 Community College Survey of Student Engagement
Benchmark

Active and Collaborative Learning
Student Effort
Academic Challenge
Student-Faculty Interaction
Support for Learners

Your College
Score
47.9
54.3
53.4
50.8
49.2

Tennessee
Score
49.8
51.9
50.6
50.8
49.5
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Difference
-1.9
2.4
2.8
0.0
-0.3

2019 Cohort
Score
Difference
50.0
-2.1
50.0
4.3
50.0
3.4
50.0
0.8
50.0
-0.8

Table 5 illustrates a slow decline in retention rates over the last five years.
Community College X has dropped in rankings from third to fifth among all Board of
Regents (BOR) institutions.
Table 5

Fall-to-Fall Retention Rates
Cohort

Fall 2019 to Fall 2020

Retention Rate –
Community College X

Community College X Rank –
BOR Community Colleges

Will not be available until mid-2021

Fall 2018 to Fall 2019

59.5%

5th

Fall 2017 to Fall 2018

57.1%

3rd

Fall 2016 to Fall 2017

61.0%

3rd

Fall 2015 to Fall 2016

59.8%

3rd

Fall 2014 to Fall 2015

61.8%

3rd

The focus of this study is online courses. Online courses are facilitated by faculty
via an LMS known as Brightspace™. Courses are delivered in a variety of ways: some
are 100% asynchronous, and others are a combination of both asynchronous and
synchronous. For synchronous interaction, the online adjunct and students use video
conferencing software, such as Zoom™, Microsoft Teams™, and Bongo Virtual
Classroom™. Depending on the course and per departmental discretion, some courses are
developed for adjuncts (also known as canned or master courses) while others are
developed by adjuncts with no assistance.
Online courses and the LMS are managed by Community College X’s
Department for Online Teaching Excellence (DOTE). The DOTE supports its faculty in
the effective use of instructional and educational technology in the classroom as well as
provides training in Brightspace™. DOTE staff members are available to help develop
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multimedia content and course materials. Traditional PD offered to all faculty, including
online adjuncts, includes:
•

D2L Momentum tools

•

Accessibility of online courses

Previously, incentives have been provided to full-time online faculty to complete
the online PD focused on course design and best practices for teaching online. For any
full-time faculty teaching an online course, the college has offered a $500 stipend for
completing the PD. Additionally, full-time online faculty have had the opportunity to
participate in a peer-review process in which they have a team of three other faculty
review their online course designs and make changes based on their feedback. Full-time
faculty also receive $2,000 to make course content revisions for online courses that are
developed by subject matter experts. However, there is no requirement for adjunct faculty
to complete PD, nor incentives to complete any training at the college.
Intervention
The intervention for this study was a four-module, online, self-paced PD course
that had been created in the summer of 2019 within the Brightspace™ LMS. The course
was based on the CoI model and addressed the areas of TP, CP, and SP. Instructional
strategies included but were not limited to videos, knowledge checks, asynchronous
discussions, and authentic and skill-based assessments. In alignment with research on
effective PD by Alexiou-Ray and Bentley (2015), care was taken to ensure it included:
(1) research-based learning materials, (2) opportunity for simulated application and an
LMS sandbox course (i.e., an empty course in the LMS) for practice and application of
knowledge, and (3) community support by working with instructional designers at the
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institution, as needed. In summary, the PD had theoretical, applied, and institutional
elements. The theoretical component ensured that the PD was research-based and had a
logical structure and purpose. For application purposes, online adjuncts had the
opportunity to simulate application through the sandbox course, which was evaluated by
the researcher when analyzing the study’s findings and by observing their competencies
in the creation and sustainment of CoI (see Chapter 4). Lastly, it was supported and
vetted by institutional departments that consisted of instructional designers and subject
matter experts in order to provide credibility for the PD (see Table 6).
Table 6

Professional Development Components

Theoretical
CoI
Framework
Research-based

Applied
Opportunity for simulated
application in an LMS sandbox
course

Institutional
Community support by working
with Instructional Designers at the
institution

The participants were enrolled as learners in the PD course and received an empty
sandbox course, where they were enrolled as instructors. They completed assignments
that applied competencies through the creation of instructional materials and activities,
simulated instruction through the LMS tools, and activities that promote student
engagement in online learning environments. The four-module course was completed
over a four-week period and required a total of 4-10 hours to complete (depending on
technical abilities). The modules included: (1) Introduction to the Teaching Online and
the CoI, (2) Teaching Presence, (3) Cognitive Presence, and (4) Social Presence. Table 7
provides an overview of each module and how it aligns with the CoI model.
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Table 7

Module Overview and Alignment to CoI

Module
Module 1
(Introduction to
Online
Teaching and
CoI)

Module 2
Teaching
Presence

Module 3
Cognitive
Presence

Module 4
Social Presence

Objective/Topics
1. Define TP, SP, and CP
2. Describe three ways to design and structure a
course to include CoI elements
3. Create measurable learning objectives, using
Bloom's Digital Taxonomy
4. Develop a course map outlining the learning
topics, assignments, and assessments that align
with course objectives and CoI elements
5. Create a module structure organized around
course objectives

Instructional Strategy/Learning Activity
In this module, faculty will:
• Watch a video on the CoI framework
• Write objectives using the ABCD or SMART model
• Develop a course map with objectives, assignments, and
assessments that align with each other and the CoI model – use a
CoI checklist to analyze course map to ensure all indicators of SP
and CP are addressed
• Design an organized LMS course structure (e.g., module folders,
assignment folders) in the sandbox

1. Develop instructional materials by applying
visual and universal design principles as well as
the CoI model
2. Define teaching methods and learning activities
3. Analyze and select technology using multimedia
principles and SAMR (Substitution,
Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition)

In this module, faculty will:
• Create one HTML/content page (for one topic or chapter)
• Create a lesson using the TILT template
• Create a 1-3-minute instructional video on module 1 content
• Create an introduction video for students that explicitly promotes
SP and CP (1-3 minutes)
• Analyze course map for TP

1. Create authentic assignments and assessments
that require students to enter the explore and
integration stages of CP
2. Provide meaningful feedback that allows for
student refinement and reflection

In this module, faculty will:
• Watch a short video on using the Brightspace™ Quiz tool
• Watch a video on developing higher-order thinking questions
using quizzes, feedback, and assignments
• Create a Brightspace™ assessment that requires higher-order
thinking to demonstrate what will be expected from students
• Create an assignment rubric that demonstrates assessment for
student higher-order thinking
• Analyze course map for CP

1. Create learning activities with different types of
interaction (student-content, student-instructor,
student-student) that promote SP

In this module, faculty will:
• Create a discussion board prompt with clear student expectations
for participation that promotes SP and CP
• Participate in a simulated discussion as a student (encouraging all
phases of SP and CP in a response) – student-content, studentinstructor, student-student
• Analyze course map for SP
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CoI Element
ALL
ALL
ALL
ALL

TP

CP

SP
ALL

ALL

Instrumentation
Phase One
In phase one, all participants completed a pretest and posttest to assess their
perceived CoI competencies in an online learning environment. The pretest and posttest
were a modified version of two CoI instruments. The original CoI framework survey
(Garrison et al., 2008) was developed to assess online students’ perception of their online
courses, regarding TP, CP, and SP. The second CoI framework survey (Cleveland-Innes
et al., 2019) was developed to assess faculty’s perceptions of CoI in an online course.
For this study, the survey was modified to measure faculty’s perceived
competencies to perform actions related to the COI elements and to use the CoI
framework to inform their design, development, and facilitation in future online courses.
A total of 103 journal papers on the CoI model and use of the survey were published
between 2008 and 2017 revealing the validity of the model and survey (Stenbom, 2018).
The original CoI scale was developed and validated by Garrison et al. (2008) and
had a three-subscale structure, based on a three-factor solution with oblique rotation. The
Cronbach alpha that ensured reliability of Garrison et al.’s (2008) instrument yielded
internal consistencies equal to 0.94 for teaching presence, 0.91 for social presence, and
0.95 for cognitive presence. The CoI survey is an open resource under a Creative
Commons license. The original instrument is a 34-item self-report instrument wherein
students rate each item on a 5-point Likert type scale (e.g., 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree,
3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree). In the original instrumentation,
students indicated the response that best reflected their feelings about statements like
‘‘Online or web-based communication is an excellent medium for social interaction,”
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‘‘The instructor clearly communicated important course topics,” and “Problems posed
increased my interest in the course.” Ratings of each item are summed for each subscale.
Scores range on the CP scale from 0-36, SP scale from 0-48, and TP scale from 0-52.
Higher scores reflect a stronger sense of SP, CP, and TP. Reliability for this particular
instrument was estimated through internal consistency of correlation among variables. As
stated by Swan et al. (2008), “The instrument used in this study provides a reliable
measure for the existence of a community of inquiry in online learning environments” (p.
283).
The survey used in this study is also based on the CoI survey designed for
faculty, which was developed and validated by a collaborative research team that
included, in alphabetical order, Marti Cleveland-Innes, Xiaoying Feng, Jimmy Jaldemark,
and Glenise McKenzie. In 2016, the research team began testing a revision of the
measurement tool; first, in workshops with teachers in Portland, Oregon, USA; at Beijing
Normal University in China; and at Mid-Sweden University. Cleveland-Innes et al.’s
(2019) survey included 4 subscales (e.g., TP, SP, CP, and EP). Scores ranged from 0-36
for CP, 0-48 for SP, 0-52 for TP, and 0-30 for EP. The original instrument is a 34-item
self-report instrument wherein instructors rate each item on a 5-point Likert type scale
(e.g., 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree).
For example, “Students in my course can describe ways to test and apply the knowledge
learned,” “My actions reinforce the development of a sense of community among course
participants,” and “I acknowledge emotion expressed by the students in my course.”
Unlike the survey of Garrison et al. (2000), this survey included a fourth presence,
emotional presence, which was supported by a factor analysis study. Emotional presence
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was defined by Cleveland-Innes & Campbell (2012) as “the outward expression of
emotion by individual and among individuals in a community of inquiry, as they relate to
and interact with the learning technology, course content, students, and the instructor” (p.
15). Internal consistency for the fourth presence was determined by a Cronbach alpha
score of 0.74. However, emotional presence is still being tested and was not included in
the instrumentation for this survey. As explained by Cleveland and Campbell (2012), “the
emotive experience does exist in combination with social presence, but it also clusters
together as a unique presence” (p. 283). Future research could include the fourth presence
as part of a future study (see Chapter 5).
Cleveland-Innes et al.’s (2019) instructor version included statements that
provided references to faculty’s evaluation of how their actions influenced CoI and how
their students perceived the elements of CoI in an online course. Cleveland-Innes (2020)
purports that “to facilitate the translation of theory to practice for the sake of design for
learning, the measurement indicators in the CoI survey were translated from the students’
view to the instructors’ view” (p. 16).
The subscales (e.g., TP, SP, CP) in Cleveland-Innes et al.’s (2019) survey are the
akin to Garrison et al.’s (2008) (with the exception of EP), which were previously tested
to be valid and reliable. Additionally, they developed a scoring sheet which allows for
sub-category scoring and total averages. A mean score for each subscale is calculated,
ranging from 0 to 5. Higher scores reflect a stronger sense of SP, CP, and TP. This same
scoring was used in this study.
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The reliability and validly of the instructor version is drawn from the work done
on the original instrument. It is consistent with the original indicators and structure. There
is no need to re-evaluate this as a measurement tool.
As noted, a modified instrument was developed using these two instruments (see
Appendix A). The instrument for this study uses the same number of items as the
previous instruments, has the same subscales, and has the same context of indicators.
Item wording was similar to Cleveland-Innes et al.’s (2019) instructor version and was
only changed to reflect faculty’s perceived competencies to perform actions related to the
CoI elements and use the CoI framework inform their design, development, and
facilitation in a future online course. For example, the root for each item was changed to
“I can” in order to assess the faculty’s perceived competencies to create an environment
inclusive of all CoI elements. The original item stated, “The instructor clearly
communicated important course topics.” The item for this study was rewritten to state, “I
can clearly communicate important course topics.” Scores from each interdependent
construct (e.g., TP, SP, and CP) were averaged, ranging from 0-5. Higher scores reflect a
stronger sense of TP, SP, and CP. An expert panel of individuals who have extensively
published using the CoI instruments evaluated the modified instrument for this study for
face and content validity for both quantitative and qualitative feedback. They ensured that
the verbiage of the statements reflected previous CoI surveys, and that the statements
could reflect how instructors’ perceived competencies to use the CoI framework elements
could be used to design, facilitate, and instruct in an online course. Other feedback noted
that faculty cannot “do” or “create” CoI, but they can perform actions related to the
elements of CoI in order to facilitate in an online course.
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The instrumentation for this study combined Garrison et al. (2008) and ClevelandInnes et al.’s (2019) surveys to a certain degree (see Appendix A and Appendix J).
Phase Two
During phase two of this study, seven interviews were conducted via Zoom™ and
lasted between 30-45 minutes. While mostly guided by the set interview questions, other
questions were asked that stemmed from the participants’ responses. The ability to probe
based on the responses allowed for additional information, yet provided some structure
with flexibility. The interviews were completed via web conferencing due to Covid-19
pandemic protocols. Audio phone calls were avoided to provide a more personal
experience and view facial expressions to further grasp participants’ perceptions. The
interviews were recorded for transcription purposes (see Appendix E). Interview
questions were derived from the research questions (see Table 8).
Table 8

Interview Questions
Interview Question

Tell me about your experience teaching in the online environment.
Describe your experience in the online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD.
What knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain from your participation in the PD?
How would you define TP now you have participated in the PD? What knowledge
or skill, if any, did you gain related to TP from your participation? What part of the
PD was most helpful to gain this knowledge or skill?
How would you define SP now you have participated in the PD? What knowledge
or skill, if any, did you gain related to SP from your participation? What part of the
PD was most helpful to gain this knowledge or skill?
How would you define CP now you have participated in the PD? What knowledge
or skill, if any, did you gain related to CP from your participation? What part of
the PD was most helpful to gain this knowledge or skill?
What challenges did you experience while participating in the PD? What were the
most beneficial aspects of the PD?
What, if anything, hindered your knowledge or skill development as an online
instructor during your participation in the PD?
What are your recommendations for improvement?
What is missing or what would you have liked to learn more about during the PD?
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Research
Question
R2
R2
R2A
R2A
R2A
R2A
R2B
R2B
R2B
R2B

Procedures
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained to investigate human
subjects at both the University of Memphis and Community College X (institution name
removed for anonymity purposes). Additionally, administration provided approval for all
research conducted for this study. The Community College X’s Department for
Institutional Research assisted in identifying online adjuncts and provided a list of their
emails and names. All adjuncts who taught online in 2020 were emailed through the
Community X’s email system. The initial and two follow-up emails requested their
participation and outlined the entire study. The email provided a link to the pretest,
consisting of the CoI modified instrumentation, as well as demographic and experience
questions.
As described in the participant section, the participants were randomly assigned
after completing the initial pretest. Once assigned to a group, participants were notified
via email about the course start and end date (if participating in the intervention) and
when the posttest should be completed. The intervention group completed the online,
self-paced, CoI-focused PD course through Brightspace™ LMS over a four-week period
in spring 2021. The posttest was also administered through Qualtrics (the same
statements were presented). After participants completed the intervention, they received
two follow-up emails that sought their participation in the final posttest (with a link to the
posttest). The control group was also offered the opportunity to complete the CoI-focused
PD course after the study was concluded.
For phase one, in order to ensure fidelity and avoid the Hawthorne effect, several
measures were taken throughout this study. To ensure treatment fidelity, a checklist was
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provided to participants in the intervention group to indicate if all of the modules and
assignments were completed (See Appendix F). Data were excluded if a participant did
not complete all of the PD course requirements. In order to control for Hawthorne effect,
participants were asked to not discuss their participation in this study and were not
informed who was participating, so to not influence their decision to participating in this
study. The same measures were taken for phase two.
Phase two interviewees were selected based on criterion sampling and contacted
upon analysis of the quantitative data from phase one. Seven participants were selected to
participate and private Zoom™ conferencing meetings were scheduled based on the
participants’ availability. With their permission and consent, the sessions were recorded
for transcription purposes. The online discussion forums that they participated in were
also observed.
Analysis
Initially, the following analysis was to be executed upon completion of the
intervention; however, there were not enough participants in order to complete the
previously planned parametric analysis. Only 20 participants were able to participate due
to various reasons that were beyond the control of the researcher (e.g., Covid-19, burnout,
lack of interest, and time conflicts). In phase one, a multivariate analysis of covariance
(MANCOVA) test was going to be used to measure group difference on the linear
combination of dependent variables while controlling for the covariate (pretest) and to
test the study’s null hypotheses. A MANCOVA is an extension of the one-way
MANOVA that incorporates a continuous covariate. When more than one covariate is
present in an analysis, a MANCOVA is necessary to discriminate variables and can focus
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on the nature of significant group differences (Warner, 2013). A MANCOVA was
appropriate for this analysis, since the aim was to determine whether there was any
statistically significant differences between the adjusted means of two groups across three
related dependent variables, same as the adjusted means.
Prior to conducting the MANCOVA, assumption testing was planned to be
conducted. To ensure an association exists among dependent variables, a correlation
analysis was also planned to be conducted. If no correlation was found, separate
ANCOVAs would have been performed. Assumption testing would have included
Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance to assess the equality of variances for the two
groups. Additionally, a Box’s M Test would have been conducted to determine the
equality of covariance between groups. Univariate normality and no extreme outliers
would have been assessed with histograms, normality test (i.e., Shapiro-Wilk and
Kolomogorov-Smirnov), and box plots. Multivariate normality and no extreme outliers
would have been assessed with Mahalnobis Distance Multicollinearity, and singularity
would have been assessed using scatter plots and correlation analyses. Variance Inflation
Factors (VIF) and Tolerance Scores would have also been examined. Linearity would
have been assessed using a scatter plot and homogeneity of regressions slopes. As
assumptions were met, a MANCOVA with a significance level set at 0.05 would have
been used. If there were significant MANCOVA results, a post hoc test would have been
performed (ANCOVA) and the Bonferroni levels would have been calculated.
Due to the small sample size, only descriptive statistics were used to analyze the
mean score of each indicator and the interdependent elements (e.g., TP, SP, and CP),
including the percentage of increase for each indicator across the treatment and control
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groups from pretest to posttest. Furthermore, a side-by-side comparison (line graphs) was
completed during the analysis stage to merge the two databases (see Chapter 4).
In phase two, a follow-up qualitative case study further identified if and how
online adjuncts’ participation in a CoI PD changed their competencies to facilitate online
learning. Seven semi-structured interviews and observation data from the PD were
analyzed to further build on the results of the quantitative component. The case was
comprehensively described and then coded. Thematic coding was conducted and
analyzed to see patterns and themes between the online adjuncts’ experiences from the
CoI PD. Thematic coding “assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or
evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” (Saldana, 2015, p. 4).
For the first cycle, coding was open and inductive (Patton, 2002). Significant words and
phrases were identified that related to how and why changes in the adjuncts’ beliefs and
perceived competencies occurred. Words and phrases were highlighted on printed copies
of the data. Next, codes across cases were compared to see if codes were replicated
across multiple cases within the treatment group (Yin, 2009). Using descriptive coding
(Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014), these significant words and phrases were labeled
and coded within the case. (Yin, 2009). If they were very similar, the codes were merged.
Within the second cycle, the codes were aggregated into 16 categories. Through a
deductive pattern coding process (Miles et al., 2014), the categories were merged into
four broad themes within and across the case through spreadsheets. An Excel spreadsheet
and NVivo were used to organize patterns and themes. Furthermore, these data were
compared to the quantitative data to make further comparisons. Each interview was
transcribed and summarized in Chapter 4.
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Limitations & Ethical Issue
Ethical considerations or implications of this research were identified through
confidentiality, influence, and storage of data. A factor that cannot be controlled was the
lack of randomization, due to the self-selection nature of this study. Participant and
researcher biases can include but are not limited to: (1) social desirability (answering
questions based on an accepted or liked response) and (2) confirmation bias (forming a
hypothesis based on participant responses) (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019).
Internal validity was identified based on the manipulation of the independent
variables and effects observed in this study. The dependent variables (e.g., course
outcomes, student satisfaction, and changes of instructor self-efficacy) were manipulated
to observe online course outcomes (student satisfaction) and instructor motivation
(improvement in self-efficacy).
In regard to ethical considerations, pseudonyms were used for instructor name,
course name, and institution. Additionally, permission to participate and share
information of this study were outlined by the guidelines set in place by the IRB. All
information obtained from the study was explicitly stated and not altered in order to
achieve the desired results of study. Instruments and data are addressed in appendices.
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Results
Introduction
As mentioned in Chapter 3, a lack of participation changed how the data for this
study were analyzed. However, the quantitative data that were obtained did provide
enough information to continue with the qualitative phase of this study. Furthermore, the
data collected from participants from each phase provided enough information to attempt
to answer the proposed research questions.
A mixed method, sequential explanatory design was used to examine community
college online adjunct’s perceptions of an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course and
its influence on their perceived competencies in the three CoI elements (e.g., TP, SP, and
CP). Using this design, quantitative data were collected in phase one of the study, and
then qualitative data were collected to illuminate the findings of the quantitative data in
phase two. In phase one, a quantitative, experimental, pretest-posttest nonequivalent
control group study was used to identify to what extent online adjuncts’ participation in
an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course had on their perceived competencies to
create an environment conducive to all three CoI elements. In phase two, follow-up
qualitative data (e.g., interviews, field notes, and observations) were collected to explore
their experiences and perceptions of the CoI-focused PD course.
In phase one, descriptive statistics included finding the mean scores of each
interdependent element (e.g., TP, SP, and CP) and percentage of increase that was
identified in the pretest and posttest. The treatment group and control group were
analyzed separately to identify perceived competency growth, or lack thereof, in the
groups. Additionally, demographics (e.g., sex, race, educational background, and online
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teaching experience) were analyzed. In phase two, case study interviews were coded and
analyzed to further elaborate on the findings in phase one.
This chapter starts with the findings from the quantitative phase, which were
collected from the pretest and posttest. The qualitative results include supporting
evidence from interviews, field notes, and observations from the participants’ course
work. Interpretation and discussion are outlined in Chapter 5.
Results
Phase One: Quantitative, Experimental, Pretest-Posttest Non-Equivalent Control
Group Design
Proposed Research Question 1. While controlling for previous perceived CoI
competencies of a community college online adjunct, what effect, if any, does
participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived
competencies to use the CoI framework elements to design, facilitate, and instruct in an
online course?
Modified Research Question 1. What influence, if any, does participation in an
online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived competencies in the
three CoI elements in online learning environments when examining pretest and posttest
survey results?
Proposed Research Question 1a. While controlling for previous perceived CoI
competencies of a community college online adjunct, what effect does their participation
in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived TP?
Modified Research Question 1a. What influence, if any, does participation in an
online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived TP?
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Proposed Research Question 1b. While controlling for previous perceived
competencies to create and sustain CoI of a community college online adjunct, what
effect does participation in an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their
perceived competencies to design, teach, and facilitate CP in online learning
environments?
Modified Research Question 1b. What influence, if any, does participation in an
online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived competencies to
design, teach, and facilitate CP in online learning environments?
Research Question 1c. While controlling for previous perceived competencies to
create and sustain CoI of a community college online adjunct, what effect does
participation in an online, self-paced CoI-focused, PD course have on their perceived
competencies to design, teach, and facilitate SP in online learning environments?
Modified Research Question 1c. What influence, if any, does participation in an
online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course have on their perceived competencies to
design, teach, and facilitate SP in online learning environments?
Sample size. The study was conducted to determine if community college online
adjuncts’ perceptions of an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course influenced their
perceived competencies in the three CoI elements. All adjuncts at the community college
were asked to participate in this study. The goal was to garner participation from at least
30 online adjuncts. The actual sample size was n=20. There are 201 adjuncts at the
participating institution. For this study, there was a 9.95% volunteer rate. Faculty were
randomly assigned to either the intervention group (n=10) or the control group (n=10).
Those in the intervention group completed the CoI PD that the researcher developed
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based on the CoI framework while the control group participated in general PD (online
teaching, but not specific to CoI framework) offered by the participating institution’s
DOTE.
The following demographics were obtained from all participants upon completion
of the pretest: sex, race, highest level of degree, education vs. non-education degree,
years of experience in higher education, years of experience at the participating
institution, years taught in an online environment, and types of online environment
experience (e.g., asynchronous, synchronous, and blended). Thirteen participants
identified as female, whereas seven identified as male. Nineteen participants identified as
Caucasian, while one identified as mixed race. Seven participants had degrees in
education, and 13 had non-education degrees. Participating adjuncts’ levels of degrees
ranged from Bachelor to PhD (including EdS and EdD).

Degree Types Obtained by Participants
6%

BS
MS

41%
47%

EDD
PHD
Other

6%

Figure 6

Degree Types Obtained by Participants
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Adjuncts’ non-education degrees included microbiology, law, art education, library and
information science, business administration, criminal justice, communication,
psychology, and mathematics.
Twelve participants had less than 10 years of experience in higher education,
while eight had more than 10 years of experience. Only six participants had been at the
institution for 11 or more years. The remaining participants had less than 10 years of
experience at the institution. Five participants had less than five years of online
experience, seven participants had 6-10 years, three participants had 11-15 years, and five
had 16 or more years.

Participants' Teaching Experience

Tyoes of Experience
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*7 participants indicated on their pretest that they became online instructors for the first
time due to the Covid-19 pandemic.
Figure 7

Participants’ Teaching Experience

The adjuncts who participated in this study had taught in a variety of online
formats: asynchronous (fully self-paced, no class meetings), synchronous (meet virtually
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once or more a week), blended (hybrid of virtual presence and self-paced requirements).
Eighteen participants had taught in an asynchronous environment (used an online LMS to
provide instructional materials and assignments). Twelve participants had taught in a
synchronous class setting, using Zoom or Teams to have virtual class meetings and
lectures. Assignments and tasks had been disseminated at the class meetings. Lastly, 15
participants had taught in a blended/hybrid environment. These online adjuncts had met
with students virtually throughout the semester, but online assignments, exams, and
requirements had taken place in the LMS. On some occasions, a flipped classroom
approach had been used to facilitate the learning process.

Participant Online Environment Experience
20
18
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
Aynchronous

Synchronous

Blended

Type of Environment

Figure 8

Participant Online Environment Experience

Grouping
The treatment and control groups consisted of 20 participants (10 per group).
Groups were assigned randomly upon completion of the pretest. They were not
homogenous in terms of gender. However, the online adjuncts’ race, degree levels, and
degree type were homogenous (see Table 9). Using TP, SP, and CP as covariates was
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initially proposed; however, a small sample size would have significantly decreased the
power of analysis.
Table 9

Group Demographics by Race, Gender, Highest Degree, and Type of
Degree
Race
White Other

Treatment
Control

10
9

0
1

Gender
Female Male
9
4

1
6

BS
2
0

Highest Degree
MS EDD/ Other
PHD
6
1
1
5
3
2

Type of Degree
Education
NonEducation
5
5
4
6

Results. Excel and SPSS were used to organize and analyze data from the pretest
and posttest of both the treatment and control groups. All participants began the study by
completing the pretest. Overall, the data revealed that adjuncts had higher perceived
competencies in TP than CP and SP (see Table 10). The subsequent research questions
will further break down each interdependent element of the CoI framework, highlighting
the mean scores, maximum and minimum score of each presence (1-5 Likert scale: 5
being the highest, 1 being the lowest), and percentage of increase.
Table 10 shows the mean scores, standard deviations, and percentage of increase
from the pretest to posttest for each group across all three CoI elements. It is important to
understand that the original CoI survey developed by Garrison et al. (2008) did not
measure all elements as a whole, because they are interdependent of one another.
Therefore, the three components’ disaggregated scores are presented. Chapter 5 will
discuss potential further research needed to measure presence as a whole. Previous
researchers of CoI fear “the risk of unintentionally creating new and complex phenomena
resulting from the interactions among the three constructs” (Arbaugh et al., 2008, p. 136).
Both treatment and control groups had similar pretest scores, and both increased
their actions related to each of the CoI elements in online courses. The control group’s
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percentage of increase ranged from 5.52% to only 6.98%, whereas the treatment group
ranged from 8.53% to 16.67%, indicating a greater percentage of increase. The treatment
group had the highest percentages of increase on each of the three subscales.
Table 10

TP, SP, and CP – Pretest/Posttest Mean Scores, Standard Deviation, and
Percentage of Increase for Each Group
Mean Scores
% of Increase
Standard Deviation
Pretest/Posttest
Treatment
Control Treatment
Treatment Control
Control Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
.47619
.58812
Pretest TP
4.22
4.17
8.53%
5.52%
.22704
.48522
Posttest TP
4.58
4.40
.65880
.76703
Pretest SP
3.84
3.87
16.67%
6.98%
.42937
.65640
Posttest SP
4.48
4.14
.73330
.56656
Pretest CP
3.99
4.16
14.29%
6.25%
.36095
.42026
Posttest CP
4.56
4.42
Teaching Presence. There was a higher percentage of increase in TP for the

treatment group than the control group. As shown in Table 10, the treatment group had a
mean score of 4.22 for the pretest in TP, which increased to 4.58 upon completion of the
posttest. There was an increase of 8.53% between the pretest and posttest results.
For the control group, a mean score of 4.17 was identified for the pretest, which
increased to 4.40 upon completion of the posttest. There was a slight increase of 5.52%
between the pretest and posttest results.
Cognitive Presence. There was again a higher percentage of increase in CP for
the treatment group than the control group. As Table 10 illustrates, the treatment group
had a mean score of 3.99 for the pretest in CP, which increased to 4.56 upon completion
of the posttest. There was an increase of 14.29% between the pretest and posttest results.
The control group had a mean score of 4.16 for the pretest in CP, which increased
to 4.42 upon completion of the posttest. There was a 6.25% increase between the pretest
and posttest results.
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Social Presence. Again, there was a higher percentage of increase in SP for the
treatment group than the control group. Table 10 reveals that the treatment group had a
mean score of 3.84 for the pretest in SP, which increased to 4.48 upon completion of the
posttest. There was an increase of 16.67% between the pretest and posttest results.
The control group had a mean score of 3.87 for the pretest in SP, which increased
to 4.14 upon completion of the posttest. There was an increase of 6.98% between the
pretest and posttest result.
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Phase Two: Qualitative, Follow-up Case Study Design (Interviews, Field Notes,
Observations)
In phase two, a follow-up qualitative, case-study design approach was used to
collect data from online adjuncts who participated in the CoI-focused PD course to
explore which elements of the course, if any, helped or hindered their experience as they
attempted to develop competencies related to designing, facilitating, and instructing with
the three CoI elements. In addition to observation data, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with seven purposefully selected participants, who both participated in the
CoI-focused PD course and demonstrated a change in competencies, based on their
pretest and posttest results (see Table 11).
Table 11

TP, SP, and CP – Treatment Group Percentage of Increase

Teaching
% of
Social
% of
Presence
Increase Presence Increase
Pre
Post
Pre Post
Sally**
3.46
4.85
2.89 4.11 42.31%
40.17%
Agatha
4.77
4.77
4.00 4.67 16.67%
0.00%
Bernard
3.77
4.46
3.56 4.67 31.25%
18.30%
Alice
4.15
4.46
3.11 4.11 32.14%
7.47%
Ella
5.00
5.00
5.00 5.00 0.00%
0.00%
Kristy
4.08
4.46
3.67 5.00 36.36%
9.31%
Marianne
4.38
4.46
4.78 5.00 4.65%
1.83%
*n=7 includes only the participants who were interviewed
** Pseudonyms were used for participants
Participant*

Cognitive
Presence
Pre Post
3.25 4.58
4.83 4.58
4.00 4.92
3.00 4.67
5.00 5.00
3.58 4.33
5.00 5.00

% of
Increase

Seven of the 10 faculty in the treatment group who fully completed phase one of
the study participated in follow-up interviews. Due to other obligations, the remaining
three treatment group participants were not able to participate in follow-up interviews.
Interview transcripts were transcribed, coded, and analyzed to add breadth and depth to
this study. The following sections are organized and analyzed by the research questions
proposed in Chapter 1.
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41.03%
-5.17%
22.92%
55.56%
0.00%
20.93%
0.00%

Before the interview analysis, it should be understood that the statements in the
next section are not criticizing administration for the lack of online teaching training for
adjuncts. However, statements are intended to raise awareness of the struggles that they
are currently facing in their online courses. What is unknown by administration cannot be
addressed to ensure adjuncts are provided with all of the resources and tools necessary to
succeed. The goal of this study is to provide administration with the necessary
information to better equip the adjuncts who teach online at their intuition.
Research Question 2. What can be learned from the experiences, if anything, of
community college online adjuncts’ perceived competencies to create and sustain each
CoI element within an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course?
The participants were asked the following questions to further analyze the
findings from phase one and to answer research question two:
•

Tell me about your experience teaching in the online environment.

•

Describe your experience in the online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD.

Theme one – The CoI PD course supported a competency-based, theoretical
foundation to ground adjuncts’ online teaching and learning practices. The CoI model
provided adjuncts with the opportunity to further develop competencies, some already in
practice, and provided purpose for the practices. Several adjuncts reported that their
initial onboarding at the participating institution (or any institution previously employed)
did not provide them with training to teach online. They went through typical Human
Resources training that consisted of procedures and protocols at the college, but none
related to the pedagogy of teaching. Most began teaching at the institution in a traditional
(i.e., face-to-face) environment and later became online instructors. Training for online

68

teaching is offered periodically throughout the year but are adapted to adjuncts on an “as
needed basis.” The training that was offered was geared more towards course design and
not the facilitation of learning. As noted in the quantitative section, only seven
participants had degrees in education while the remaining participants had degrees
specific to the discipline that they teach. Kristy (names excluded due to anonymity
purposes) is a full-time adjunct. She teaches 6-8 courses per semester, full time in her
discipline. She teaches at five institutions across Tennessee and nationally. Out of the
five institutions, only one required training in online teaching to begin teaching online.
Additionally, she uses four different LMS to teach each semester, including Moodle,
Blackboard, Canvas, and Jenzabar. She explained, “Colleges are not consistent, and they
continue to change platforms every few years. I have learned so much as each semester
goes by what students actually need and what’s important to their learning outcomes
through trial and error.”
Many adjuncts realized they were already implementing several strategies and
activities that were presented in the CoI PD. However, they did not realize the purpose
behind those activities. Additionally, they appreciated learning the theory behind why
certain activities kept students better engaged and helped facilitate the learning process.
Agatha was asked to teach online in fall 2019. She was given a course that was
created by another instructor who taught a different section. She said, “I thought it would
be very easy, since it was already created for her. However, I was quickly surprised. Even
though the content was provided to me, I was unfamiliar with how to provide instruction
in a way that kept my students engaged and interested in the content.” Furthermore,
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design and development of a course does not necessarily play a role in the facilitation of
learning. In the interview, Marianne commented:
Last semester was my first semester teaching online and it was definitely a
learning curve. When I look back at it, I learned a lot of things not to do. I
wouldn't say that I was unsuccessful, but at the same time, I definitely understood
the things that I didn't do well. I am not necessarily sure how, yet, at this point. I
just didn't realize the very big differences in not just the styles and how you teach,
but engagement and connection with the students and how completely different it
is. When I say I didn't have the tools, I don't mean that they weren't offered to me
necessarily from the school or not available, but I didn't have the knowledge or
the familiarity enough to know where to get them, how to develop it, and where to
go with that. So, there were definitely weaknesses. It was my first experience
teaching online, and it was definitely a learning experience.
Marianne said she had somewhat of an online presence prior to teaching an online
class, but it was “very rudimentary and transactional.” However, once given an online
course to teach in 2019, she had issues engaging students and providing them with
meaningful activities and assessments. The activities consisted of reading textbook
content and taking an exam once completed. She knew students weren’t learning from
this approach but wasn’t sure “how to teach the students in a way that was meaningful
and that would help them to retain the knowledge.” She explained that the CoI PD
provided her with a myriad of theories and ideas for how to better engage students and
push them beyond surface-level skills. While interviewed, she added:
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I loved that theory was involved in the CoI PD. As someone with a non-education
degree, it gave background behind why you presented what you presented. And
so, I think for faculty that really hits home, because it's not just your idea about
how to do things, but it's research-based, which I think is very important, and it
has data in it that shows what people can do. And then you gave great examples.
The whole time I was going through it, I was thinking, "I want my course to be
like this. It is really good.” You demonstrated and you provided background, and
I'm a very visual learner, so I think having those examples and the variety of
things that were in it really encourages me to be a better instructor.
Providing online adjuncts with the pedagogy before the technology tools may
help them embrace the online environment better if they know why they are using it.
Additionally, providing examples of what a “good” online course (i.e., grounded in
theory) looks like will help model and demonstrate effective instructional design.
Essentially, creating a better experience for all learners will lead to higher success rates in
their online courses.
Online adjuncts felt least confident in SP than TP but had higher perceived
competencies in SP than CP. When asked to define SP, they described it as efficiently
communicating with students and students communicating with one another. They
mentioned using the discussion boards to achieve this, providing opportunities to work in
groups, being available to their students as much as possible (e.g., providing a cell phone
number and quick response to emails), and offering timely and detailed feedback. Alice
stated that participating in the PD and understanding SP caused her to reflect on how she
facilitated SP through discussion forums (field notes from CoI PD course):
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I currently use discussion boards as a low-stakes way to see if students can apply
information from the class to the real world. I find that students prefer to
converse in person though. I think that I need to do a better job at interacting with
my students in the discussion boards which will hopefully make them seem less
like busy work to the students. I think I would also like to try video responses to
discussion posts. Some students feel more confident talking than writing. I
frequently also use small group work during class. I am always torn between
having the same groups all semester, having base groups and the occasional
group mix-up for in-class activities, or changing groups for every activity. I also
have difficulty forcing students into groups. I always have a few that would rather
work alone, and as a person who suffers from severe social anxiety (believe it or
not!), I hesitate to traumatize anyone that way.
Sally also mentioned her struggles with group work to promote SP:
Base groups are something I'm trying in my new asynchronous class. I find that
my immediate replies to emails help students feel they can rely on me, but I hope
to engender students helping students. I use student exemplars & models, teach,
facilitate and expect peer feedback, so maybe this helps a great deal with building
relationships.
She indicated that she learned several new strategies and activities that were grounded in
theory and research that will inevitably support the current practices already in her
course. She said, “Students will have a more enriched learning experience because I am
using teaching practices that promote TP, SP, and CP.”
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Research Question 2a. What experiences, if any, within the online, self-paced,
CoI-focused PD course contributed to community college online adjuncts’ perceived
competencies to create and sustain each CoI element in an online learning environment?
The participants were asked the following questions to further analyze the
findings from phase one and to answer research question 2a:
•

What knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain from your participation in the
PD?

•

How would you define TP now you have participated in the PD? What
knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain related to TP from your participation?
What part of the PD was most helpful to gain this knowledge or skill?

•

How would you define SP now you have participated in the PD? What
knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain related to SP from your participation?
What part of the PD was most helpful to gain this knowledge or skill?

•

How would you define CP now you have participated in the PD? What
knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain related to CP from your participation?
What part of the PD was most helpful to gain this knowledge or skill?

Theme two – The CoI PD provided opportunities to perform and master online
activities as faculty and students, building their efficacy and competence.
Performing and Mastering Online Activities as a Student
As mentioned in several interviews, most of the online adjuncts interviewed had
never been an online student prior to teaching online. One adjunct mentioned, “It’s hard
to know what a student needs to succeed if you’ve never been in their shoes.” The CoI
PD allowed many of them to become online students for the first time, master online
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activities as a student would, and receive feedback from an instructor (i.e., the
researcher). Another participant explained that the CoI PD provided them with different
ways to teach their online students and that the course was an example for how their
online course should be structured. She also mentioned that having a better understanding
of what learning looks like in online environment may help her better understand what
her students’ challenges are. Alice recounted in the interview:
I found myself as the online student in this CoI PD. I was experiencing firsthand
what my students challenge in my online courses and realized how even technical
issues can hinder the students’ overall learning experience. It made me rethink
how to approach my online students.
Each module for the CoI PD was structured by the three CoI elements and
supported adjuncts in building efficacy and master competencies. The following sections
dive deeper into the adjuncts’ experiences with each CoI element.
Performing and Mastering Online Activities as an Instructor
Teaching Presence. TP is one of the most critical components of the CoI model.
Garrison et al. (2001) broke down the instructor role into three parts: "design, facilitation,
and direction of cognitive and social processes for the purpose of realizing personally
meaningful and educationally worthwhile learning outcomes” (p. 5). Adjuncts explained
that, after participation in the CoI PD, they felt more confident in their ability to
implement TP, which was demonstrated in their pretest and posttest data and observed in
their sandboxes. One required activity of the course was to create an introduction video
and add to their course homepage. Not only did several adjuncts excel at this activity, but
they also later mentioned that they will be implementing their videos as early as next
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semester. Additionally, several adjuncts said they were very eager to create introduction
videos for each week’s modules:
By creating videos, that allows students to “see” their instructor and allows them
to feel more connected to a human and begins to create a sense of community.
(Ella)
Adjuncts identified that opportunity to practice and master activities as an adjunct
and student in the PD course, helping them develop confidence and competence. This is
akin to what Bandura (1977) described as performance accomplishment. His self-efficacy
theory follows the principle that individuals are more likely to engage in activities that
they perceive themselves to be competent in. Previous successes increase mastery
expectations, whereas repeated failures lower them. As stated in theme one, trial and
error have been the approach that many inexperienced online adjuncts have taken in
previous semesters, noting that usually the current students suffer and new methods
cannot be implemented until the following semester. PD opportunities that are grounded
in theory could allow online instructors less room for error by practicing and mastering
pedagogical strategies.
Adjuncts described how developing instructor profiles and weekly video
announcements, providing personal experiences to the subject matter, offering timely
feedback (being available as much as possible), and organizing the course so students can
easily navigate should improve student success in their online courses. One of the most
profound comments mentioned during the interview phase solidified the reason for
having strong TP. Agatha (who was also an academic advisor) stumbled across one of the
most eye-opening statements from a former student. When asked, “Who is your
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instructor?,” the student replied, “I don’t have an instructor, it’s an online course.” This
statement implies that there was a lack of TP and that an immediate intervention needed
to take place in this course.
Through my observation in adjuncts’ sandboxes, many participants demonstrated
competencies with not only the technological tool but using the tool in a manner
consistent with the CoI elements. They used instructor widgets that included a photo and
contact information. Several demonstrated their ability to add replacement strings, which
allows them to customize course content and communications in the LMS by
incorporating the intended learner’s personalized information, such as their name. They
added a replacement string in their welcome announcement, so that it displayed the
student’s name.
TP includes course design and facilitation of learning. Having a plan prior to the
start of the semester will ensure the course is designed to facilitate the learning process. A
more in-depth observation that took place in the CoI PD pertains to the Course Mapping
Assignment (see Table 7 in Chapter 3). Learning outcomes guide a course and learning
activities and assessments should properly align, ensuring that students can easily
navigate. Adjuncts were asked to complete a course map that included course outcomes,
objectives (implementing the ABCD or SMART model, which were introduced in
Module 2: Teaching Presence), instructional strategies, technology selection, activities,
and assessments for a course they previously or currently teach. Typically, they would
map out an entire semester; however, for this assignment, they were only asked to map
out two weeks to show mastery. One adjunct (an occupational therapy instructor)
completed the following course map (See Table 12 and 13):
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Course Level Learning Outcomes Example
A. Effectively interact though written, oral and nonverbal communication
with the client, family, significant others, colleagues, other health
providers, and the public in a professionally acceptable manner.
B. Recommend to the Occupational Therapist the need for termination of
occupational therapy services when stated outcomes have been achieved
or it has been determined that they cannot be achieved. Assist with
developing a summary of occupational therapy.
C. Document occupational therapy services to ensure accountability of
service provisions and to meet standards for reimbursement of services.
Documentation must effectively communicate the need and rationale for
occupational therapy services and must be appropriate to the context in
which the service is delivered.
D. Describe the ongoing professional responsibility for providing fieldwork
education and the criteria for becoming a fieldwork educator.
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Table 12
Module/
Topic
1
Professional
Behaviors

Week 1 Course Map Example
Learning
Outcomes
A

Learning
Objectives
By the end of this
module, students
should be able to:

Activities/ Assignments

Discussion: choose a
negative behavior and
identify potential concerns,
Name 3 factors that effects on others and
possible disciplinary action.
contribute to the
creation of
Case study: choose a video,
professional
identify the factors that
contribute to the actions of
behaviors,
the OT practitioner.
Analyze a
professional
situation to
determine the
underlying factors
for the professional
behaviors being
demonstrated (or
lack of),

Pre-fieldwork (FW)
reflection and midterm FW
reflection: identify
strengths/weaknesses in
professional behaviors and
create a plan for
improvement.

And identify areas
of improvement for
the student's own
professional
behaviors.
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Assessments
Grading rubric
for discussion.
Grading rubric
and
individualized
comments within
submission for
both FW
reflections.

Instructional
Strategies
Questions and
advance
organizers.
Building on
previous
knowledge.
Expressing
how concepts
are applied in
OT practice.

Technology
Selection
Video lecture.
PowerPoint
(accompany
video).
YouTube
video.
Learning
Management
System
(LMS).

Table 13
Module/
Topic
2
Medical
Records

Week 2 Course Map Example
Learning
Outcomes
A, C

Learning
Objectives
By the end of this
module, students
should be able to:
Classify a medical
record into one of
the three common
types of medical
records.

Activities/ Assignments

Assessments

FW Chart Review:
review a chart, retrieve
information, identify the
type of record, and
reflect on usefulness of
information in record.

Grading rubric and
individualized
comments within
submission.

Instructional
Strategies
Multimodal
learning.
Expressing how
concepts are
applied in OT
practice.
Summarizing.

List one
characteristic of
each type of
medical record.
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Technology
Selection
PowerPoint
(accompany
video).
YouTube
video.
Learning
Management
System (LMS).

These observations demonstrated their understanding of how to implement TP
throughout their learning environment. Online adjuncts described how these activities
helped them gain confidence using the CoI elements to design, facilitate, and instruct in
an online course. When discussing the course mapping activity with the adjunct from the
example above, he stated:
I realized that I had many gaps in my previous courses and the course map
activity allowed me to see the bigger picture. As I use the course map to plan
future courses, I am hoping those gaps are resolved and that I will have great
student achievement. (Bernard)
Social Presence. Garrison (2009) described SP as “the ability of participants to
identify with the community (e.g., course of study), communicate purposefully in a
trusting environment, and develop inter-personal relationships by way of projecting their
individual personalities” (p. 352). When interacting with the discussion boards in the PD,
Marianne recognized that effective facilitation requires time and extensive teacher
interaction and responsiveness. She realized that if she uses a discussion board to
promote SP, she must spend more time interacting with students:
I have tried a discussion board before, but only one student participated. Mostly
they seem to like to email me, rather than having a question out in the open where
everyone can see. I can see a discussion group being useful, but also require a
significant amount of time to maintain presence. You have to post frequently,
otherwise, the discussion group becomes stale.
When providing high expectations for this type of SP activity, success can be achieved.
Instructors must provide high expectations for discussion boards and model how it should
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look. Also, discussion boards should never be optional; there should be high stakes
involved to elicit participation. Marianne also described how she learned to be a better
participant in discussion boards by completing each module’s required post and reply to
peers. After participating in the first module’s discussion board, she realized that her
performance could have been more elaborate, based on seeing her peers’ initial post and
failing to reply to another peer. She said:
I have to admit, I was in a rush to complete the post, so I missed the instructions
on needing to reply to a peer’s post. I felt as if I was one of my students and was
somewhat disappointed that I didn’t read the directions carefully. Fortunately,
after my mistake, I felt that I was an active participant throughout the remaining
discussion boards. I even replied back to the replies on my post. It was as if we
were having an actual face-to-face discussion.
Adjuncts saw the need to model and demonstrate in the online environment, which is not
always easy in the online environment but can be done if given the right tools.
Multimedia and instructional videos could help resolve some of these issues mentioned
above.
Observations from the adjuncts’ sandboxes demonstrated proper use of the
discussion board tool. However, most observations were evident through their
participation in the CoI PD. They modeled the type of responses that were expected of
their students and backed it up by creating discussion board rubrics that demonstrated
their competencies to provide students with effective feedback.
Cognitive Presence. CP, as defined by Garrison et al. (2000), is “the extent to
which learners are able to construct and confirm meaning through sustained reflection
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and discourse” (p. 11). Adjuncts noted that participating in various activities (e.g., CoI
BongoTM Video Assignment, creating and participating in an online assessment, and
using a rubric to provide effective feedback) helped them realize they were not as
proficient as they would have liked in developing and knowing how to facilitate online
assignments and assessments. After participating in the CoI PD, they saw the need to
encourage and promote students to think critically, problem-solve, and collaborate but
tended to struggle with designing activities and then facilitating them in a manner that
promoted higher levels of learning. Bernard commented during the interview that after
participating in the self-assessment and peer-assessment assignment, she decided to
provide more opportunities for self- and peer-assessments in her online course to promote
CP. She also “wants to provide a theoretical framework to her course similar to that of
CoI PD.” She discussed how the PD helped her develop knowledge and skill as well as
confidence to design and facilitate this type of assessment:
By adding assignments that encourage self-assessment and peer assessment, I
could encourage the growth in the social and cognitive presence areas within the
community of inquiry of my course. I am overly relying on myself as an expert and
provider of all feedback. Giving the students the power and ability to determine
their achievement of learning goals would empower them and increase motivation
for achievement. Their perspective could also be broadened through peerfeedback as the student would need to consider the perception of the other
individual providing feedback.
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Reflection and discourse can really help students engrain the knowledge they learned into
their long-term memory. Providing students with opportunities to self-reflect and reflect
with peers promotes activities that reach beyond surface-level skills.
Marianne felt that CP can create motivation by providing students with
opportunities that pertain to real-world problems and with topics that interest them:
I think that I can better motivate my students by providing them with content that
connects to topics they are interested in. I also think that using real-world
problems as the basis for authentic assessments will help my students see that the
material is useful in their lives. I would like to increase my use of zero-cost OER
(open education resources) to provide increased multi-modal delivery. I currently
ask students to provide their reasoning in low stakes assignments like discussion
boards or in-class activities. I would like to institute some journaling in my class
to help students make connections between different topics. Currently students
work practice problems as the majority of their assignments, but I also include
current events articles (especially in statistics class) and ask them to look at any
graphs/data/statistics supplied and interpret what is going on. I think those types
of assignments help them see that numbers are all around them and actually have
great impact on their lives even if they aren't actually solving math problems
every day. I know that I felt more motivated when going through the CoI PD
because the activities, which were grounded in theory, allowed me to perform and
master the knowledge that I gained through the use of the interactive and fun
activities.
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By implementing CP in online environments, adjuncts encourage students to be more
motivated, reach higher levels of learning, and maintain interest and engagement in
course topics. Kristy admitted to just using publisher content (e.g., PowerPoint lectures,
assignments, and exams):
My students completed their work, I graded their work, and we were on our way.
Later, I realized that my students were just checking off a box but probably were
not retaining what they had learned or how to apply it in real life. I realized I was
not engaging with them, encouraging them to engage with one another, or even
with the content. This CoI PD has made me realize that I need to personalize my
courses and provide more opportunities for interaction. I feel that I have let down
previous students, but now I know what I need to do in order to make my classes
better.
Online adjuncts demonstrated their ability to implement CP by creating BongoTM
Video assignments, which are structure exercises that allow students to practice a skill,
develop soft skills (e.g., problem-thinking, critical-thinking, and collaboration), build
peer-to-peer relationships, and apply knowledge to the real-world. Adjuncts created
various assignments for their specific discipline:
•

Law: Interrogating a witness/mock trial

•

Business: Practicing interview skills

•

Mathematics: Explaining how to compute a math problem

•

Occupational Therapy: Mock therapy session with emotional and behavioral
patient
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The level of enthusiasm and eagerness to implement this assignment was very high and
promoted high levels of CP.
Theme three – The effective instructional design of the CoI self-paced PD
supported the relationship of new information to prior knowledge in manageable sizes
for the learner’s working memory (e.g., scaffolding and chunking). Scaffolding allows
instructors to break learning into chunks. All interviewees stated that the usability and
design of the PD was effective and helped reinforce what they were doing in the online
course. They particularly liked how the content was structured: a checklist of tasks at the
beginning and a navigational video, descriptions of each module, as well as learning
outcomes and tasks before they began. Specifically, Bernard commented:
I really liked how the information was chunked or segmented. I was not
overwhelmed by too much information and I was able to absorb all of the
information being presented. This was reinforced in the teaching presence
module, and it makes me reconsider how I present information overall to online
students. I learned that instructional videos should not be more than 4-7 minutes
long because students most likely will not watch them all the way through. Also, I
learned that it’s better to have more content pages then present a lot of
information all together.
Several participants described their satisfaction with the structure and content in
the CoI PD. Most adjuncts were pleased with the layout and design of the CoI PD, saying
that it was easy to navigate and visually appealing to the eye. Agatha stated in the
interview:
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I knew what to expect from the minute I started the course. Your provided me with
a navigational video, so that I could know where to locate content. Also, I liked
how you provided descriptions, outcomes, and tasks at the beginning of each
module. I liked the timeline you provided us at the beginning of the course (with
how much time it will take to complete each task). I want to implement several of
these practices in my current courses. Lastly, I really liked the CoI framework
that you chose for this course, and how each element really broke down how to
teach in an online environment. Other frameworks and models seem
overwhelming, but the CoI model helped me to see the overall picture but in
smaller pieces.
In order to provide effective course design that manages cognitive load for online
instructors, content and activities were scaffolded, segmented, or chunked. The cognitive
load principle “is evident more than it should be in higher education courses,” noted
Kristy. Additionally, they had a lot of experiences personally with cognitive load, which
could have been resolved with better scaffolding of instructional materials and chunking:
When I was completing my undergraduate courses, I had to complete Anatomy
and Physiology. I had gone away for school but came back to my hometown one
summer and decided to take it at a local community college. It was a 4-week
course that is usually taught during the course of 15 weeks during a normal
semester. I lasted a week and decided to change my major. The content was so
rigorous, and we were covering a chapter per day, not to mention the lab that was
required to take in conjunction with the lecture. Not only should that course NOT
be taught in 4 weeks, the instructional materials being introduced were 100+
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slide PowerPoints, hours of lectures, not including the hours of studying I had to
do when I came home. Granted, this was a face-to-face course and there was not
an online component, but that experience reinforced in me to not provide a
similar experience for my online students. I will admit that when I skimmed
through the CoI PD, I was like no way do I have time for this. However, when I
started going through the material, the videos were only around 2-3 minutes a
piece, and the content only had a few paragraphs per page. You also used many
graphics to reinforce and model the content. Since there were only 4 modules, it
probably wouldn’t look as overwhelming if it was in a 15-week course. It only
took about 4 hours which you actually stated in the task checklist.
Another adjunct explained that the design of the course helped him easily navigate to find
materials. He recounted the following during a survey eliciting feedback (optional
survey):
When deciding to participate in this study, I was somewhat intimidated by the
name of the course. I had never heard of the Community of Inquiry framework.
But as a scholar myself, I know the importance of needing participants to help
with a study. As soon as I logged into the course, the landing page had a
navigational video that introduced me to the course, how to navigate, and where
to start. When I clicked on the instructional materials, I thought this is going to
take forever. Maybe I should back out, because I really don’t have the time and I
don’t want to let the researcher down. I decided to just go through the first
module and then I would make a decision upon completion. I was shocked at how
I was able to breeze through the content. Mostly because of how you broke down
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the content into smaller pieces. Because you did this, my brain was not crammed
with tons of information at once, and I was able to build on my prior knowledge
(what I was already doing in my courses) and manage the new information
without getting overwhelmed. I am glad that I powered through the course and
realized that more is sometimes less. I went back and looked at my current online
course and realized that I can definitely chunk and breakdown information for
students, so they are not overwhelmed with too much information at once.
Participants’ experiences with the PD paralleled other experiences not related to this
course. The effective use of instructional design (specifically to scaffolding and chunking
of instructional materials) supported the relationship of prior and new knowledge.
Research Question 2b. What experiences, if any, within the online, self-paced,
CoI-focused PD course hindered community college online adjuncts’ perceived
competencies to create and sustain each CoI element in an online learning environment?
Participants were asked the following questions in order to further analyze the
findings from phase one and to answer research question 2b:
•

What challenges did you experience while participating in the PD? What were
the most beneficial aspects of the PD?

•

What, if anything, hindered your knowledge or skill development as an online
instructor during your participation in the PD?

•

What are your recommendations for improvement?

Theme four – A lack of time to complete the CoI PD hindered their ability to
fully participate or retain skills in their long-term memory. Many adjuncts were eager to
participate and excited to learn how to be a better online teacher. However, time was a
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challenge often mentioned as a hindrance to the PD. Adjuncts felts rushed to complete
the CoI PD (despite given 4 weeks) because of their full-time work obligations. They
compared their experiences of being given a new course to teach with only a short
amount of time to prepare for this CoI PD.
Adjuncts have been granted permanent access to the course and can continue to
use their sandbox to try out new activities and curate content. Many expressed their
interest in going back through the materials when they have more time. During the
interview, Agatha stated:
So, one of the challenges is outside of the course but affects the course. Just trying
to find the time to do it and really having the time to sit back and synthesize the
information instead of getting through it, so that I could get through it. I think that
that was probably the biggest barrier for me, the biggest challenge. Part of that is
I'm an entrepreneur, and I have probably too much on my plate already, and so I
think when you already have a full brain, it's really hard to apply a lot of that new
information without having time to actually build in some space to process and
kind of think about it. Also, I think that it kind of reflects on what it's like in real
life, when you're going through a semester and in all the trials and troubles that
you might come across during a semester. I think there's never enough time to do
what we need to do. Some people teach year-round, so I mean, really you have no
time in-between and those times that you do have in-between is the time that you
just have to sit back and take time for yourself (and family), which is very
important.
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Kristy explained in the interview that family obligations can sometimes interfere
with extracurricular activities:
I just recently had a baby and have another toddler at home. I work during the
day, and my husband works in the evenings. It is a balancing act in our
household, and it was hard to be fully involved in the study, because I had two
little ones always needing me for something. I really wanted to be more involved
and put forth 100% effort, but the minute I would get started, a baby would cry
for me. I would like access to the course for longer, so that I can go back review
materials. If I would have been given about 2 more weeks, I feel confident I could
have been a better participant.
Some observations were made in their sandboxes where some activities weren’t
completed in their entirety. Also, some discussion board posts were skipped periodically
by some participants or weren’t as in-depth as others. However, the adjuncts completed
the overall training and were able to participate in the posttest.
Another factor that contributed to their lack of participation in PD throughout the
year is the times of the day that it is offered. Most adjuncts are working other full-time
jobs, and their adjunct work is supplemental. Trainings are usually offered during the
workday and not provided in the evenings or weekends. Since the start of the pandemic,
adjuncts expressed that many of the Zoom PD sessions offered by DOTE are recorded
and placed in a repository. However, Marianne stated that “the inability to ask questions
in real-time does cause some barriers.”
There were no recommendations provided to the researcher other than to allot
more time for completion and reflection.
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Summary
The purpose of this mixed method, sequential explanatory design was to examine
community college online adjunct’s perceptions of an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD
course and its influence on their perceived competencies in the three CoI elements. Using
this design, quantitative data were collected in phase one of the study, and then
qualitative data were collected to illuminate the findings of the quantitative data in phase
two. The themes for the qualitative phase included:
•

Theme one – The CoI PD supported a competency-based, theoretical
foundation to ground adjuncts’ online teaching and learning practices.

•

Theme two – The CoI PD provided opportunities to perform and master
online activities as faculty and students, building their efficacy and
competence.

•

Theme three – The effective instructional design of the CoI self-paced PD
supported the relationship of new information to prior knowledge in
manageable sizes for the learner’s working memory (e.g., scaffolding and
chunking).

•

Theme four –A lack of time to complete the CoI PD hindered their ability to
fully participate or retain skills in their long-term memory.

Figure 9 provides a visual representation of the entire analysis process for this study.
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Figure 9

Analysis Process Flow Chart

Results from the descriptive statistics in phase one, shows a significant difference
in a research-based PD as compared to online teaching training that was not developed
around a centralized theory. The mean scores and percentage of increase were higher for
the treatment group who received the intervention. The control group did have minimal
percentage of increase, and several participants had a negative percentage of increase.
The aforementioned themes reinforced the quantitative data.
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Discussions and Conclusions
Introduction
In 2019, the ASA Task Force reported a decline in full-time, tenured faculty
positions and an increase in adjunct faculty positions. This report defined full-time,
tenured faculty as a “minority” while adjunct faculty are becoming the majority in
community colleges, often hired to teach online courses. Adjunct faculty hired to teach
online courses (i.e., online adjuncts) are highly qualified subject matter experts in a
particular field (e.g., attorneys, nurses, chemists, mathematicians, etc.). While these
individuals are excellent practitioners and experts in their fields, they are often not trained
as educators or in methods and practices of teaching adult learners (McKee & Tew,
2013). This study clearly supports that PD for online teaching is critical for all adjuncts
and should be required at all institutions before adjuncts are allowed to teach online
courses. As online adjuncts noted, the PD provided them with theoretical knowledge and
competencies to ground their teaching, so they did not have to learn by “trial and error.”
In phase one, descriptive statistics included finding the mean scores of each
interdependent element (e.g., TP, SP, and CP) and percentage of increase in the pretest
and posttest. The treatment and control groups were analyzed separately to identify
perceived competencies growth, or lack thereof. Additionally, demographics (e.g., sex,
race, educational background, and online teaching experience) were analyzed. In phase
two, case study interviews were coded and analyzed to further elaborate on the findings
in phase one.
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Discussion
When implementing an online PD initiative, three broad areas should be
acknowledged: theoretical, applied, and institutional components (Elliott et al., 2015). In
other words, the PD needs to be grounded in a theory of model, such as CoI. PD needs to
provide opportunity for application. The CoI PD supported a competency-based,
theoretical foundation to ground adjuncts’ online teaching and learning practices. The
findings of this study demonstrated that the CoI framework created a meaningful,
collaborative, and constructivist PD that enabled online adjuncts to ground their practices
theoretically (Garrison & Akyol, 2013; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007), helping them clearly
understand the importance of each CoI element and how interrelated they are to the
facilitation of effective online education.
CP is grounded in critical thinking, practical inquiry, and higher-order thinking
processes (Garrison et al., 2000). Qualitative data confirmed the quantitative findings.
Based on the data in the quantitative phase and through interviews and field notes in the
qualitative phase, several adjuncts were challenged to develop activities that promote
critical thinking and practical inquiry (especially in general education courses, such as
mathematics and sciences). As the data reveals, the initial pretest scores were much lower
for both participating groups, but again, the treatment group had a higher percentage of
increase upon completion of the posttest. Repositories or shared learning resources could
help bridge the gap with new adjuncts. However, the knowledge to implement these
activities successfully would require research-based training. Participation in the CoI PD
provided adjuncts the opportunity to develop a theoretical foundation on which to ground
their pedagogical practices in their online courses.

85

In the quantitative portion of this study, the treatment group demonstrated
increased perceived competencies in TP, SP, and CP. The treatment group showed larger
percentage of increased in each element as compared to the control group. The pretest
scores for SP had the lowest scores for each group. However, their posttest scores did
show improvements, with the treatment group having the highest percentage of increase.
Shea and Bidjerano (2009) determined that the student experience was created through
TP and encouraged by SP. Many adjuncts claimed to know students should be engaged
with one another to create a better connection to the content but were unsure of how it
looked in the online environment. The treatment group was introduced to new strategies
to help them create a sense of belonging in their courses. Their percentage of increase
was more than double than that of the control group.
Garrison (2007) claimed that “the purpose of social presence in an educational
context is to create the conditions for inquiry and quality interaction in order to
collaboratively achieve worthwhile educational goals” (p. 64). It is unknown if activities
and strategies learned in the control group’s training discussed the need for SP. There is
not enough data for the control group (no qualitative component) to know why they
scored the way they did on the pretest and posttest. In the future, it would be interesting
to do follow-up case study interviews to interpret their experiences with the training they
received from the institution. Vaughn et al. (2013) concluded, “that a conceptual
framework may well be of the utmost practical value to assist practitioners to navigate
through the educational and technological levels of complexity” (p. 8).
Through the CoI PD, adjuncts were provided with opportunities to perform and
master online activities as faculty and students, building their efficacy and competency.
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Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy theory follows the principle that individuals are more
likely to engage in activities that they perceive themselves to be competent in. To
facilitate in an online environment, adjuncts need PD that reinforces skills in content
delivery, course facilitation, course management support, as well as design and content
(Bigatel et al., 2012; Grabowski et al., 2016). Teaching online depends on a process
different from a traditional face-to-face environment for preparation to accommodate the
“new paradigm, strategies, technologies, and skill requirements” as well as understanding
the importance of the relationship between adjuncts’ perceived competencies to
effectively facilitate an online course as well as student satisfaction and retention
(Reisman, Flores, & Edge, 2003, p. 247; Anderson, 2013). Building on prior knowledge
and participating in activities that reinforce mastery are critical in increasing their
efficacy of their online teaching competencies.
The effective instructional design of the CoI self-paced PD supported the
relationship of new information to prior knowledge in manageable sizes for the learner’s
working memory (e.g., scaffolding and chunking). Microlearning, also known as
scaffolding and segmenting, is an effective learning strategy that involves small, focused
segments of learning. As described by interview participants, smaller amounts of
information being presented at one time reduced their cognitive load and heightened their
ability to absorb, recall, and retain knowledge. Providing adjuncts with similar types of
experiences can model how online learning should look in their own courses. Throughout
the cognitive process, higher-order thinking opportunities must be present to detect
individual thought processes. If information is presented in large amounts, the cognitive
load is overwhelming, and the information is not retained. Furthermore, interactive
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scaffolding and learner-content interactions might support online learners’ self-regulated
learning (Song & Kim, 2020). Effective instructional design as well as scaffolding and
chunking supported the development of new information in context to their prior
knowledge.
However, the PD was not without challenges. Lack of time to complete the PD
was the overall challenge of all participants interviewed. They compared their time
challenge in the CoI PD to their typical semester as an adjunct, unable to reflect and
refine until the semester is completed. By allowing enough time for learners to process
information, scaffolding can occur and information is retained. However, if students are
under a tight deadline to achieve learning outcomes, scaffolding, efficacy, and progress
are jeopardized.
The data in phase one was supported by the interviews in phase two. Hence,
reiterating the importance that research-based PD is critical in improving online courses.
The CoI PD course attempted to improve online adjuncts’ perceived competencies to use
the framework elements to design, facilitate, and instruct in an online course. Therefore,
based on the quantitative and qualitative data obtained in this study, community colleges
must offer and required PD to online adjuncts and ensure that it is useful and accessible
to them (Berry, 2019; Elliott et al., 2015).
Suggestions to Improve Practice
The results from this study clearly identify the need for accessible and researchedbased PD for all online adjuncts. Administration needs to rely on the division deans,
Distance Education Director, and instructional design/technology support from the DOTE
to create PD for adjuncts that will meet the needs of online teaching. As shown in
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Chapter 3, adjuncts make up 201 of the 366 faculty. They reach more students than the
full-time faculty; hence, the need for them to be trained before they are allowed to teach
online. As an adjunct myself, I was required to go through an online training before I was
given a section to teach. If I wanted the course, I did not have an option, and I knew there
was someone waiting to grab the course if I did not complete the PD. PD should be an
ongoing part of their teaching responsibilities (Fabrice, 2010). Additionally, to be eligible
to teach online, a required training that goes beyond course design should be
implemented at the onboarding of employment or prior to teaching an online course. The
CoI framework should be implemented in institutional PD to inform effective
instructional design and provide a theoretical foundation for PD that allows adjuncts to
perform and show mastery of online teaching.
Additionally, accessibility of PD should not hinder adjuncts’ ability to participate,
and if incentives are being provided to full-time faculty (as noted in Chapter 3), then
similar stipends should be provided to adjuncts. As a previous K-12 educator who was
required to obtain 18 hours of PD a year, I believe additional stipends should not be
needed to provide students with a better learning experience. However, if this is the case
with full-time faculty, a similar opportunity should be given to adjuncts.
As the data shows in Chapter 4, adjuncts who participated in the CoI PD had
higher percentages of increases than the control group who received PD not related to
research-based practices. Based on the data, a research-based PD reveals to be more
significant than PD only focused on implementation. More focus on theory needs to drive
PD in the future. The literature on the CoI model solidified the importance for further
development of faculty through PD opportunities that help them facilitate online learning.
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This framework encompasses all aspects of online teaching and has a plethora of research
available for developing PD for online facilitation.
Even though the findings revealed a significant amount of information from
online adjuncts in the three areas of CoI, future research would expand even more on the
body of knowledge. Being able to run the study again where more time is an option could
allow for greater parametric analysis. Additionally, case study interviews on the control
group would provide more breadth and depth of their experience in the traditional PD
experience they completed.
Conclusion
In conclusion, online adjunct’s participation in a CoI-focused PD affected their
perceived competencies to create and sustain online learning environments. The
participating adjuncts were eager to complete the CoI PD, because they truly wanted to
be better online instructors. They are aware that their personal challenges with teaching
online can cause hurdles for the students who are trying to learn online. As technology
evolves to heighten online educational experiences, institutions need to adequately
recognize factors that impact learner success as well as provide effective and efficient PD
opportunities to prepare faculty to facilitate online courses (Kane, Shaw, Pang, Salley, &
Snider, 2016). As distance education has evolved in the past 20 years and with the recent
influx due to the Covid-19 pandemic, online education will continue to trend in a positive
direction due to convenience, cost-efficiency, fear of pandemic, etc. Due to these reasons,
our online adjuncts need to be prepared. Their success as an online teacher determines the
success of our online students, and inevitably determines the success of the institution. It
is essential that institutions take PD for online adjuncts seriously and support their efforts
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to be better online educators. It is necessary that PD is structured, theoretically grounded,
and based on good instructional design principles. Most institutions put technological
competencies above teaching pedagogy. Instilling online teaching practices first and
reinforcing the facilitation of learning prior to giving adjuncts the tools to achieve them
will provide them with the purpose before the “how-to”, and could fill any gaps in TP,
SP, and CP.
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Appendix A
Community of Inquiry for Online Adjuncts – Survey Instrument
Demographic Questions - CoI survey (Garrison, et al, 2008):
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Indicate your gender (how you identify yourself):
Male
Female
Other
Indicate your race.
African-American
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic
American Indian
Other (please specify) Click here to enter text.
What is your occupation other than adjunct instructor? (Click here to enter text.)
What is your work status (outside of being an adjunct)?
Part-time
Full-time
Other (Click here to enter text.)
What is your highest level of education?
Masters
EdD
PhD
Other doctorate
Do you have a degree or certificate in education or online teaching? If yes, please
list. If no, what disciplinary degrees do you obtain?
Yes
No
How many years have you taught in higher education?
None
0 – 5 years
6 – 10 years
11 – 15 years
16+ years
How many years have you taught in an online environment (web or hybrid)?
None (first semester)
0 – 5 years
6 – 10 years
11 – 15 years
16+ years

99

9.

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

How many years have you been teaching at the Community College X?
None
0 – 5 years
6 – 10 years
11 – 15 years
16+ years
What is your discipline as an adjunct instructor? (Click here to enter text.)
Health Sciences
Humanities
Mathematics and Sciences
Social Science, Business, and Education
Due to the 2020 Covid-19 pandemic, was this your first time teaching online?
Yes
No
In spring 2020, how many courses are you teaching as an adjunct (online only) (in
credit hours)?
1 – 3 hours
3 – 6 hours
6 – 9 hours
9+ hours
On average, how many total credit hours do you teach each semester as an adjunct
(face-to-face and online)?
1 – 3 hours
3 – 6 hours
6 – 9 hours
9+ hours
On average, how many hours total do you teach each semester as an adjunct
(online only)?
1 – 3 hours
3 – 6 hours
6 – 9 hours
9+ hours
Have you ever taken an online course or MOOC (Massive Open Online Course)?
If yes, about how many MOOC’s have you completed (successfully passed)?
Yes
No
Have you previously completed professional development/training to teach
online? If yes, list the courses that you have completed.
Yes
No
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Directions provided to participants: On the 5-point Likert-type scale, please rate your
perceived competencies to do the following within online courses.

Design and Organization

1

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

I can clearly
communicate important
due dates/time frames
for learning activities.
I can clearly
communicate important
course topics.
I can provide clear
instructions on how to
participate in course
learning activities.
I can clearly
communicate important
course goals.
Facilitation

5

Teaching Presence
1=
2=
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

1=
Strongly
Disagree

I can reinforce the
development of a sense
of community among
course participants.
I can help to identify
areas of agreement and
disagreement on course
topics in a way that
helps students to learn.
I can encourage course
participants to explore
new concepts in my
course.
I can help students in
my course feel
comfortable taking on
the role of teacher when
the opportunity arises.
I can keep course
participants engaged and
participating in
productive dialogue.
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2=
Disagree

10

I can be helpful in
guiding the class
towards understanding
course topics in a way
that helps students
clarify their thinking.
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Direct Instruction
11

12

13

15

16

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

Social Presence
1=
2=
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

I can assist online
learners in my course
form distinct
impressions of some
other course
participants.
I can assist my online
learners in getting to
know other course
participants, which
gives students a sense of
belonging in my course.
I can use online or webbased communication as
an excellent medium for
interaction with and
among my students.
Open Communication

17

2=
Disagree

I can provide feedback
in a timely fashion.
I can provide feedback
that helps students
understand strengths
and weaknesses relative
to the course goals and
objectives.
I can focus discussion
on relevant issues in a
way that helps students
to learn.

Affective Expression

14

1=
Strongly
Disagree

1=
Strongly
Disagree

I can help online
learners feel
comfortable interacting
with other course
participants.
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2=
Disagree

18

19

I can help online
learners feel
comfortable conversing
online or face-to-face in
my course.
I can help students feel
comfortable
participating in course
discussions.
Group Cohesion

20

21

22

24

25

2=
Disagree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

Cognitive Presence
1=
2=
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

I can help students feel
comfortable disagreeing
with other course
participants while still
maintaining a sense of
trust.
I can help students feel
his/her point of view is
acknowledged by other
course participants.
I can promote and
facilitate online or faceto-face discussions that
can help students
develop a sense of
collaboration.

Triggering Event

23

1=
Strongly
Disagree

I can motivate students
in my course to explore
content related
questions.
I can facilitate course
activities that pique
students’ curiosity.
I can create problems
that increase student
interest in course
content.
Exploration

1=
Strongly
Disagree
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2=
Disagree

26

27

28

I can facilitate online
discussions in a way
that are valuable for
helping students
appreciate different
perspectives.
I can facilitate
brainstorming and
finding relevant
information to help
students resolve
content-related
questions.
I can promote an
environment where
students utilize a
variety of information
sources to explore
problems posed in my
course.
Integration

29

30

31

2=
Disagree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

1=
Strongly
Disagree

2=
Disagree

3=
Neutral

4=
Agree

5=
Strongly
Agree

I can provide online
learners with
opportunities for
reflection on course
content and discussions
that helps students to
understand fundamental
concepts.
I can combine new
information to help
students answer
questions raised in
course activities.
I can develop learning
activities that help
students construct
explanations and/or
solutions.
Resolution

32

1=
Strongly
Disagree

I can facilitate learning
that helps online
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33

34

learners describe ways
to test and apply the
knowledge learned.
I can help students
apply the knowledge
created in my course to
his/her work or other
non-class related
activities.
I can facilitate online
learners’ application of
course knowledge that
develops solutions
relevant to problems
that can be applied in
practice.
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Appendix B
Consent Template to be Used for Participants (Phase I)
Institutional Review Board
215 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.2705
Fax: 901.678.2219
Informed Consent for Research Participation for Phase I
Title
Sponsor
Researcher(s)
Researchers Contact Information

Implementing a Community of Inquiry (CoI)
Professional Development Course to Improve
Adjunct Facilitation of Online Courses
Roane State Community College, Harriman, TN
Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, University of
Memphis
(865) 207-2990, slmoskal@memphis.edu

You are being asked to participate in a research study. The box below highlights
Community of Inquiry information for you to consider when deciding if you
want to participate. More detailed information is provided below the box. Please
ask the researcher(s) any questions about the study before you make your
decision. If you volunteer, you will be one of about 30
people to do so.
Information for You to Consider
Voluntary Consent: You are being asked to volunteer for a research study. It is up to
you whether you choose to participate or not. There will be no penalty or loss of
benefit to which you are otherwise entitled if you choose not to participate or
discontinue participation.
Purpose: The purpose of this quantitative, experimental, pretest-posttest nonequivalent
control group study is to identify to what extent adjunct participation in an online, selfpaced, Community-of-Inquiry-focused professional development course has on their
perceived competencies to create an effective online learning environment inclusive of
all three elements of the Community of Inquiry Model (e.g., teaching presence, social
presence, and cognitive presence), while controlling for previous perceived
competencies to create and sustain Community of Inquiry.
Duration: It is expected that your participation will be completed during the month of
February 2021, or dependent on how long it takes the participant to complete the selfpaced intervention (estimated time: require 4-10 hours).
Procedures and Activities: You will be randomly assigned to a group: (Nonintervention group and Intervention group). Based on the group, you will either
complete the following path:
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(1) Pretest Survey, Intervention (online, self-paced, Community-of-Inquiry-focused
professional development course), Posttest survey
(2) Pretest Survey, participation in professional development provided by
institution in regard to teaching, Posttest survey
Risk: There are no foreseeable risks, other than time constraints to complete the
study.
Benefits: Some of the benefits that may be expected include improving retention
and student satisfaction in your online course, higher final calculated student grades,
and an overall better understanding of facilitating an online learning course.
Although not guaranteed, possible benefits to you include:
• Learn strategies for efficiently and effectively facilitating an online course
• Learn how Community of Inquiry (teacher presence, social presence, and
cognitive presence) can improve student outcomes in a course.
• Identify weaknesses that can be improved by creating and sustaining
Community of Inquiry in online learning environments
Alternatives: Participation is voluntary and the only alternative is to not participate or
not finish the requirements (procedures and activities) of this study.
Who is conducting this research?
Stephanie Shipley Markowitz of the University of Memphis, Department of Instruction
and Curriculum Leadership is in charge of the study. She is being guided by Dr. Amanda
Rockinson-Szapkiw of the University of Memphis.
None of the members of the team has a significant financial interest and/or conflict of
interest related to the research.
What happens if I agree to participate in this Research?
You will be assigned to a group. Based on the group, you will either complete the
following path:
(1) Pretest Survey, Intervention (online, self-paced, Community-of-Inquiry-focused
professional development course), Posttest survey
(2) Pretest Survey, participation in professional development provided by institution
in regard to teaching, Posttest survey (Note: You will be offered the opportunity
to complete the online, self-paced, Community-of-Inquiry-focused professional
development course after the study has been completed.)
If you agree to participate, you will be randomly assigned to either the intervention group
(professional development) or to the non-treatment group (only requested to complete
pretest, participation in professional development provided by institution in regard to
teaching, posttest). Your participation will be determined by random assignment.
As a participant, individual results will not be provided to the institution and will remain
anonymous through the duration of the study and beyond. Pseudonyms will be used in
the results section. Demographic information will be included in the survey; however,
anonymity will always be present during the entirety of the instrumentation stages. Please
note, the researcher, Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, will have access to your name and
responses in order to compare pretest and posttest data. However, this information will be
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kept confidential and not provided to other individuals. Audio, video, or images will not
be requested for this study.
If selected to participate in the intervention, participants will complete an online, selfpaced, Community-of-Inquiry-focused professional development course. There are two
parts to the online professional development: (1) View instructional materials (videos,
content, visuals, etc.); (2) Complete various activities within a personal (one per
participant) empty course sandbox. The participant and researcher will only have access
to this course and will only be used to check for professional development completion
requirements.
The pretest and posttest will be administered through Qualtrics™. Upon completion of
the pretest, participants will email the researcher so that a path for the remainder of the
study can be assigned (intervention or non-intervention). The first 15 participants to
complete the survey will be assigned the intervention group. If the participant is assigned
an intervention, the participant will be enrolled in the online teaching professional
development and an empty sandbox course will be given to complete professional
development activities.
Survey/Questionnaire (Pretest and Posttest – same instrumentation)
• You may skip any questions that make you feel uncomfortable and you can stop
participation at any time with no consequence or repercussion.
• Your participation is on a volunteer basis and will not be used for any purpose
other than assisting a doctoral candidate meet the necessary requirements to
graduate.
• Participation or lack thereof will not be reported to administration or hiring
personnel at RSCC.
• Participation is anonymous to all participating members of this study.
• All participants will complete a posttest at the completion of the study
(anonymous); same as pretest.
What happens to the information collected for this research?
Information collected for this research will be used to for educational purposes with the
plan to publish and disseminate. Identifying information will be completely anonymous.
• We may publish/present the results or this research. However, we will keep your
name and other identifying information confidential.
• The information collected from this study will be analyzed and included in this
study and potentially used for future research.
• All data collected will be safely stored for 5 years upon which it will be
permanently destroyed (May 9, 2026).
How will my privacy and data confidentiality be protected?
We promise to protect your privacy and security of your personal information as best we
can. Although you need to know about some limits to this promise. Measures we will
take include:
• Research instrumentation will be deployed in a secure online environment.
• Only the researcher and institutional Brightspace™ admins will have access to
intervention course shell.
• Data will be stored into Qualtrics™ until the doctoral candidate graduates in May
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•

2021. Qualtrics™ account will then be deactivated by University of Memphis,
along with data from the study.
Identifiable information will only be retrieved from a password-protected
computer that is owned by the researcher, not on public devices. Additionally,
none of the data with identifiable information will be printed in the form of a
hardcopy or shared.

Individuals and organizations that monitor this research may be permitted access and
inspect the research records. Anonymity will still be ensured by the researcher. These
individual and organization include:
• Institutional Review Board (University of Memphis ONLY)
• The study sponsors (advisor/committee chair/dissertation committee)
What are the risks if I participate in this research?
No risks at stake.
NONE OF THE DATA OBTAINED FROM THIS STUDY WILL BE SHARED
WITH THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE. ALL FINDINGS WILL ONLY BE
INCLUDED IN THE FINAL MANUSCRIPT (ALL IDENTIFABLE
INFORMATION WILL BE OMITTED).
What are the benefits of participating in this research?
Although not guaranteed, possible benefits to you include:
• Learn strategies for efficiently and effectively facilitating an online course
• Learn how Community of Inquiry (teacher presence, social presence, and
cognitive presence) can improve student outcomes in a course.
• Identify weaknesses that can be improved by creating and sustaining Community
of Inquiry in online learning environments
Possible benefits to institution/researcher:
Identify potential gaps in online adjuncts professional development (in order to provide
better opportunities).
What other choices do I have beside participating in this research?
If you do not want to be in the study, there are no other choices except not to take part in
the study.
What if I want to stop participating in this research?
It is up to you to decide whether you want to volunteer for this study. It is also ok to
decide to end your participation at any time. There is no penalty or loss of benefits to
which you are otherwise entitled if you decided to withdraw your participation. Your
decision about participating will not affect your relationship with the researcher(s), the
University of Memphis, or Roane State Community College.
Will it cost me money to take part in this research?
There are no costs associated with participation in this research study.
Will I receive any compensation for participating in this research?
You will receive a $10 Amazon gift card for participating in this study.
Who can answer my question about this research?
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Before you decide to volunteer for this study, please ask any questions that might come to
mind. Later, if you have questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about the study,
you can contact the investigator, Stephanie Shipley Markowitz at
markowitzss@roanestate.edu or by cell (865) 207-2990. The Advisor/Committee Chair
overseeing this study is Amanda Rockinson-Szapkiw and can be reached at
rcknsnsz@memphis.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a volunteer in
this research, contact the Institutional Review Board staff at the University of Memphis at
901-678-2705 or email irb@memphis.edu. We will give you a signed copy of this
consent to take with you.
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STATEMENT OF CONSENT
I have had the opportunity to consider the information in this document. I have asked any
questions needed for me to decide about my participation. I understand that I can ask
additional questions through the study.
By signing below, I volunteer to participate in this research. I understand that I am not
waiving any legal rights. I have been given a copy of this consent document. I understand
that if my ability to consent for myself changes, my legal representative or I may be
asked to consent again prior to my continued participation
Name of Adult Participant

Signature of Adult Participant

Date

Researcher Signature (To be completed at the time of Informed Consent)
I have explained the research to the participant and answered all of his/her questions. I
believe that he/she understand the information described in this consent and freely
consent to participate.

Name of Research Team
Member

Signature of Research Team
Member
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Date

Appendix C
RSCC Permission Consent Letter

276 Patton Lane, Harriman, TN 37748-5011
(865) 882-4513 Fax (865) 882-4601
Office of the Vice President for Student Learning
November 25, 2019
To whom it may concern:
Stephanie Shipley has permission to have an instructor account in D2L and have
access to the training, Faculty Developer Training. Stephanie worked with Igor
Akpovo to develop the training, but developed the majority of the training.
She will work with DOTE to have courses copied and access granted to complete the
study. For the purpose of this study, a separate course shell with a copy of the training will
be created. Once the participants are identified, 15 empty course shell sandboxes will be
created to give those participants individual instructor access. She will be given access to
the courses so she can monitor completion.
Sincerely,

Diane F. Ward, PhD
Chief Academic Officer
Vice President for Student Learning
C: Stephanie Shipley

Serving the counties of
Roane ♦ Anderson ♦ Campbell ♦ Cumberland ♦ Fentress ♦
Loudon ♦ Morgan ♦ Scott
(Knox and Blount for Health Sciences)
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Appendix D
Training Module Completion
(Provided to adjuncts in a PDF version upon completion of training)
Module
Introduction
Module
(Time: 10
minutes)
Introduction
Module
(Time: 5
minutes)
Module 1
(Time: 15
minutes)
Module 2
(Time: 15
minutes)
Module 2
(Time: 10
minutes)
Module 2
(Time: 10
minutes)
Module 2
(Time: 15 –
20 Minutes)

Action Tasks (Activities)

Where to
Complete
Activity

Introduce Yourself Discussion
Board

COI PD
Course

Pre-Course Survey

COI PD
Course

Online Pedagogy Discussion
Board

COI PD
Course

Teaching Presence Discussion
Board

COI PD
Course
Brightspace
(not in
specific
course)

Introduce Yourself to Your
Students by Creating Your
Brightspace Profile

Create an Instructor Widget on
Your Course Homepages

Sandbox

Create an Introduction Video
(in a news item)

Sandbox
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Mastery/
NonMastery

Feedback

Module

Action Tasks (Activities)

Module 2
(Time: 30 -45
minutes)
Module 2
(Time: 15
minutes)
Module 2
(Time: 30 -45
minutes)
Module 3
(Time: 15
minutes)
Module 3
(Time: 30 –
45 minutes)
Module 3
(Time: 30 –
45 minutes)
Module 4
(Time: 15
minutes)
Module 4
(Time: 15
minutes)
Module 4
(Time: 30 –
45 minutes)

Where to
Complete
Activity

Mapping Your Course

COI PD
Course

Create Modules and
Submodules

Sandbox

Create an HTML (Content)
Page

Sandbox

Cognitive Presence in Your
Online Course Discussion Board

COI PD
Course

Build a Brightspace Quiz
(not a required assignment for
this study -found in additional
resources)

Sandbox

Create a Brightspace Rubric
(not a required assignment for
this study -found in additional
resources)

Sandbox

Social Presence Discussion
Board

COI PD
Course

Create a Replacement String
in a News Item

Sandbox

Build a Discussion Forum and
Topic

Sandbox
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Mastery/
NonMastery

Feedback

Appendix E
Interview Topic
Script
Hello, my name is Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, and I am a doctoral student at the
University of Memphis. I am currently working on a research study as part of my
dissertation requirements for my doctoral degree program. The interview should last
between 30-45 minutes. You are invited to take part in the research study as part of my
dissertation. It is completely voluntary. If at any time you are uncomfortable or wish to
terminate the interview, please let me know, and I will stop immediately. I am recording
the interview for transcription purposes, but your identity will remain confidential. Do
you understand how this study will work? Are you ready to proceed?
Research Questions
1. What can be learned from experiences of community college online adjunct
faculty who participated an online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course?
2. What experiences, if any, within the online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course
contributed to community college online adjunct faculty’s perceived
competencies to create each element of the CoI in an online learning
environment?
3. What experiences, if any, within the online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD course
hindered community college online adjunct faculty’s perceived competencies to
create each element of the CoI in an online learning environment?
Purpose Statement
As community colleges continue to offer an increasing number of online courses and hire
adjunct faculty to teach them, the leaders of these institutions are challenged to identify
factors critical to developing and maintaining effective and distinguished online programs
and courses. Online adjunct faculty play a key role in the development of an effective
online experience, which includes creating a sense of community and promoting critical
thinking. Thus, they need to understand and have the competencies to implement the CoI
elements (e.g., TP, SP, and CP) in their online courses. To this end, community college
leaders must ensure that effective PD is available and accessible to adjunct faculty. PD
models, such as CoI, should be developed and evaluated to determine best practices for
online courses.
The purpose of this follow-up qualitative, sequential explanatory study will further
identify how community college online adjunct faculty’s participation in a CoI PD has
impacted their competencies to facilitate learning in online environments.
Interview Questions
• Tell me about your experience teaching in the online environment.
• Describe your experience in the online, self-paced, CoI-focused PD.
• What knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain from your participation in the PD?
• TP is defined as the design, facilitation, and direction of cognitive and social
processes for the purpose of realizing personally meaningful and educationally
worthwhile learning outcomes. What knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain
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•

•

•
•
•
•

related to TP from your participation in the PD? What part of the PD what most
helpful in gaining this knowledge or skill?
SP is defined as the ability of participants to identify with the community (e.g.,
course of study), communicate purposefully in a trusting environment, and
develop interpersonal relationships by way of projecting their individual
personalities. What knowledge or skill, if any, did you gain related to SP from
your participation in the PD? What part of the PD was most helpful in gaining this
knowledge or skill?
CP is defined as the extent to which learners are able to construct and confirm
meaning through sustained reflection and discourse. What knowledge or skill, if
any, did you gain related to CP from your participation in the PD? What part of
the PD what most helpful in gaining this knowledge or skill?
What challenges did you experience while participating in the PD?
What, if anything, hindered your knowledge or skill development as an online
instructor during your participation in the PD?
What are your recommendations for improvement?
What is missing or what would you have liked to learn more about?
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Appendix F
Consent Template to be Used for Participants (Phase II)
Institutional Review Board
215 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.2705
Fax: 901.678.2219
Informed Consent Form – Research Participation Interview – Phase II
Title
Sponsor
Researcher(s)
Researchers Contact Information

Implementing a Community of Inquiry (CoI)
Professional Development Course to Improve
Adjunct Facilitation of Online Courses
Roane State Community College, Harriman, TN
Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, University of
Memphis
(865) 207-2990, slmoskal@memphis.edu

INTRODUCTION
My name is Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, and I am a Doctoral candidate in Instruction
and Curriculum Leadership, with a concentration focused in Instructional Design and
Technology at the University of Memphis. You have been invited to participate in a
research study. I am interested in understanding the perceptions of a community college
online adjunct faculty’s competencies to develop teacher presence, social presence, and
cognitive presence in online environment and to what effect, if any, participation in a
CoI-focused PD course has on your perceived ability to create CoI in online learning
environments.
INFORMATION ABOUT PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN THE STUDY
Your participation in this interview should take approximately 30 - 45 minutes to
complete. The interview will be recorded for transcription, but your identity will remain
confidential. This interview will be conducted via ZoomTM by Stephanie Shipley
Markowitz. During the interview, the researcher will ask about your perceptions of your
competencies to create teacher presence, social presence, and cognitive presence in
online environments and to what effect, if any, participation in the PD course had on your
perceived competencies to create TP, CP, and SP in online learning environments. You
may decline to answer questions at any time throughout the interview. This interview will
be recorded via ZoomTM for transcription and analysis purposes.
CONFIDENTIALITY
The information discussed within the interview will be kept confidential. Only the
researcher, Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, and other approved research personnel will
have access to your information, and the data will be stored in a secure, passwordprotected computer that is owned by Stephanie Shipley Markowitz. There will be no
specific identifiers left on the data upon its collection. All data will be destroyed by May
2026 (5 years post degree conferment). All data will be permanently destroyed or deleted
off all computer devices after 5 years upon degree conferment (May 9, 2026) - Data from
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Phase 1 and Phase 2 will be destroyed upon the aforementioned date (including
questionnaire data and interview recordings). Identifiable information will only be
retrieved from a password-protected computer that is owned by the researcher, not on
public devices. Additionally, none of the data with identifiable information will be
printed in the form of a hardcopy.
PARTICIPATION
Your participation is voluntary. You may decline to participate without penalty at any
time. You may also decline to answer any specific or individual questions. If you agree to
participate, you may withdraw from the interview at any time without penalty and
without any loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the
study before the data collection is complete, your data will be destroyed. Your research
information may be used for future research studies and/or other purposes. If this
happens, all of your identifiable information will be removed before any future use.
NONE OF THE DATA OBTAINED FROM THIS STUDY WILL BE SHARED
WITH THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE. ALL FINDINGS WILL ONLY BE
INCLUDED IN THE FINAL MANUSCRIPT (ALL IDENTIFABLE
INFORMATION WILL BE OMITTED).
RISKS
While there are no perceived risks associated with this interview, talking about your
perceptions of the CoI-focused PD can cause feelings that may not want to be shared
(even though no judgement or repercussion of responses will occur). We can skip any
questions or terminate the interview at any time. You can also move or discontinue the
interview with no penalty. The risks related to your participation in this study are no
greater than those you would encounter in daily activities. Institutional Deans or
Administration will not have access to data from this study. Pseudonyms will be used.
The dissertation will only analyze data and show evidence from the study (and process
taken by the doctoral candidate).
Participant’s Initials ___________
BENEFITS
While there are no direct benefits to you for participating in this research study,
information gathered will add to the body of research on helping to understand how
students perceive their own educational experiences.
CONTACT INFORMATION
If you have questions about the interview, or you experience adverse effects as a result of
your participation you may contact the following researchers:
Stephanie Shipley Markowitz
Principal Investigator
slmoskal@memphis.edu
865.207.2990

Dr. Amanda Rockinson-Szapkiw
Co-Investigator
rcknsnsz@memphis.edu
901.678-2365

If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this research study or have
concerns about the treatment of research participants, please contact the Institutional
Review Board at Roane State Community College (Jeffery Tinley,
tinleyjj@roanestate.edu) or University of Memphis (research@memphis.edu).
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CONSENT
You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your records.
I have read this form and the research study has been explained to me. I have been
given the chance to ask questions and my questions have been answered. If I have
more questions, I have been told who to contact. By signing this document, I am
agreeing to be in this study. I can keep a copy of this document after I sign it.
__________________________
Participant’s Name (please print)

______________________
Participant’s Signature

___________
Date

__________________________
Researcher’s Name (please print)

______________________
Researcher’s Signature

___________
Date
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Appendix G
Roane State Community College IRB Approval
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Appendix H
Copyright Permission from Dr. Randy Garrison
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Appendix I
University of Memphis IRB Approval

Institutional Review Board
Division of Research and Innovation
Office of Research Compliance
University of Memphis
315 Admin Bldg
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
January 6, 2021
PI Name: Stephanie Shipley
Co-Investigators: Celia Anderson, Andrew Tawfik
Advisor and/or Co-PI: Amanda Rockinson-Szapkiw
Submission Type: Initial
Title: Implementing a Community of Inquiry Professional Development Course to
Improve Adjunct Facilitation of Online Courses
IRB ID: #PRO-FY2020-351
Exempt Approval: January 5, 2021
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has reviewed
your submission in accordance with all applicable statuses and regulations as well as
ethical principles.
Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
1. When the project is finished a completion submission is required
2. Any changes to the approved protocol requires board approval prior to
implementation
3. When necessary submit an incident/adverse events for board review
4. Human subjects training is required every 2 years and is to be kept current at
citiprogram.org.
For any additional questions or concerns please contact us at irb@memphis.edu or
901.678.2705
Thank you,
James P. Whelan, Ph.D.
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.
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Appendix J
CoI Survey Indicators Comparison Chart
Indicator
Presence
Number

Coding
Indicator

1

TP

Design and
Organization

2

TP

Design and
Organization

3

TP

Design and
Organization

4

TP

Design and
Organization

5

TP

Facilitation

6

TP

Facilitation

7

TP

Facilitation

Garrison
(Student Perceptions)
The instructor clearly
communicated important course
topics.
The instructor clearly
communicated important course
goals.
The instructor provided clear
instructions on how to participate in
course learning activities.
The instructor clearly
communicated important due
dates/time frames for learning
activities.
The instructor was helpful in
identifying areas of agreement and
disagreement on course topics that
helped me to learn.
The instructor was helpful in
guiding the class towards
understanding course topics in a
way that helped me clarify my
thinking.
The instructor helped to keep
course participants engaged and
participating in productive
dialogue.
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Cleveland-Innes
(Faculty Perceptions)

Markowitz
(Revised Version)

I clearly communicate important I can clearly communicate
course topics.
important course topics.
I clearly communicate important I can clearly communicate
course goals.
important course goals.
I provide clear instructions on
how to participate in course
learning activities.

I can provide clear instructions
on how to participate in course
learning activities.

I clearly communicate important I can clearly communicate
due dates/time frames for
important due dates or time
learning activities.
frames for learning activities.
I help to identify areas of
agreement and disagreement on
course topics in a way that helps
students to learn.

I can help to identify areas of
agreement and disagreement on
course topics in a way that helps
students to learn.

I am helpful in guiding the class
towards understanding course
topics in a way that helps
students clarify his/her thinking.

I can be helpful in guiding the
class towards understanding
course topics in a way that helps
students clarify his/her thinking.

I keep course participants
engaged and participating in
productive dialogue.

I can keep course participants
engaged and participating in
productive dialogue.

Indicator
Presence
Number

Coding
Indicator

8

TP

Facilitation

9

TP

Facilitation

10

TP

Facilitation

11

TP

Direct
Instruction

12

TP

Direct
Instruction

13

TP

Direct
Instruction

SP

Affective
expression

14

Garrison
(Student Perceptions)

Cleveland-Innes
(Faculty Perceptions)
Students in my course feel
The instructor helped keep the
comfortable taking on the role
course participants on task in a
of teacher when the
way that helped me to learn.
opportunity arises.
The instructor encouraged
I encourage course participants
course participants to explore
to explore new concepts in my
new concepts in this course.
course.
Instructor actions reinforced
My actions reinforce the
the development of a sense of
development of a sense of
community among course
community among course
participants.
participants.
The instructor helped to focus
I help to focus discussion on
discussion on relevant issues in relevant issues in a way that
a way that helped me to learn. helps students to learn.
The instructor provided
I provide feedback that helps
feedback that helped me
students understand strengths
understand my strengths and
and weaknesses relative to the
weaknesses relative to the
course goals and objectives.
course’s goals and objectives.
The instructor provided
I provide feedback in a timely
feedback in a timely fashion.
fashion.
Getting to know other course
participants gave me a sense of
belonging in the course.
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Getting to know other course
participants gives students a
sense of belonging in my
course.

Markowitz
(Revised Version)
I can help students in my
course feel comfortable taking
on the role of teacher when the
opportunity arises.
I can encourage course
participants to explore new
concepts in my course.
I can clearly communicate
important course goals.
I can focus discussion on
relevant issues in a way that
helps students to learn.
I can provide feedback that
helps students understand
strengths and weaknesses
relative to the course goals and
objectives.
I can provide feedback in a
timely fashion.
I can assist my online learners
in getting to know other course
participants which gives
students a sense of belonging
in my course.

Indicator Presence
Number
15

SP

Coding
Indicator

Garrison
(Student Perceptions)

Cleveland-Innes
(Faculty Perceptions)

Affective
expression

I was able to form distinct
impressions of some course
participants.

Students in my course are able
to form distinct impressions of
some other course participants.

Affective
expression

Online or web-based
communication is an excellent
medium for social interaction.

16

SP

17

SP

Open
I felt comfortable conversing
communication through the online medium.

18

SP

Open
I felt comfortable participating
communication in the course discussions.

19

SP

Open
I felt comfortable interacting
communication with other course participants.

20

21

Online or web-based
communication is an excellent
medium for interaction with
and among my students.
Students feel comfortable
conversing online or in-person
in my course.
Students feel comfortable
participating in course
discussions.
Students’ feel comfortable
interacting with other course
participants.

SP

Group
Cohesion

I felt comfortable disagreeing
with other course participants
while still maintaining a sense
of trust.

SP

Group
Cohesion

I felt that my point of view was Students feel his/her point of
acknowledged by other course view is acknowledged by other
participants.
course participants.
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Students feel comfortable
disagreeing with other course
participants while still
maintaining a sense of trust.

Markowitz
(Revised Version)
I can assist online learners in
my course form distinct
impressions of some other
course participants.
I can use online or web-based
communication as an excellent
medium for interaction with
and among my students.
I can help online learners feel
comfortable conversing online
or face-to-face in my course.
I can help students feel
comfortable participating in
course discussions.
I can help online learners feel
comfortable interacting with
other course participants.
I can help students feel
comfortable disagreeing with
other course participants while
still maintaining a sense of
trust.
I can help students feel his/her
point of view is acknowledged
by other course participants.

Indicator Presence
Number

Coding
Indicator

22

SP

Group
Cohesion

23

CP

Triggering
Event

24

CP

Triggering
Event

25

CP

Triggering
Event

26

CP

Exploration

27

CP

Exploration

Garrison
(Student Perceptions)

Cleveland-Innes
(Faculty Perceptions)

Markowitz
(Revised Version)
I can promote and facilitate
Online or in-person
Online discussions help me to
online or face-to-face
discussions can help students
develop a sense of
discussions that can help
to develop a sense of
collaboration.
students develop a sense of
collaboration.
collaboration.
Problems posed increase
I can create problems that
Problems posed increased my
student interest in course
increase student interest in
interest in course issues.
content.
course content.
Course activities piqued my
Course activities pique
I can facilitate course activities
curiosity.
students’ curiosity.
that pique students’ curiosity.
Students in my course are
I can motivate students in my
I felt motivated to explore
motivated to explore content
course to explore content
content related questions.
related questions.
related questions.
I can promote an environment
I utilized a variety of
Students utilize a variety of
where students utilize a variety
information sources to explore information sources to explore of information sources to
problems posed in this course. problems posed in my course.
explore problems posed in my
course.
I can facilitate brainstorming
Brainstorming and finding
Brainstorming and finding
and finding relevant
relevant information helped me relevant information helps
information helps students
resolve content related
students resolve content related
resolve content-related
questions.
questions.
questions.
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Indicator
Presence
Number
28

29

30

CP

CP

CP

Coding
Indicator

Garrison
(Student Perceptions)

Cleveland-Innes
(Faculty Perceptions)
Online discussions are
facilitated in a way that is
valuable for helping students
appreciate different
perspectives.
Combining new information
helps students answer
questions raised in course
activities.

Exploration

Online discussions were
valuable in helping me
appreciate different
perspectives.

Integration

Combining new information
helped me answer questions
raised in course activities.

Integration

Learning activities helped me
construct
explanations/solutions.

Learning activities helps
students construct
explanations/solutions.
Reflection on course content
and discussions helps students
understand fundamental
concepts.
Students in my course can
describe ways to test and apply
the knowledge learned.

31

CP

Integration

Reflection on course content
and discussions helped me
understand fundamental
concepts in this class.

32

CP

Resolution

I can describe ways to test and
apply the knowledge created in
this course.
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Markowitz
(Revised Version)
I can facilitate online
discussions in a way that is
valuable for helping students
appreciate different
perspectives.
I can combine new information
to helps students answer
questions raised in course
activities.
I can develop learning
activities that help students
construct explanations and/or
solutions.
I can provide online learners
with opportunities for
reflection on course content
and discussions that helps
students to understand
fundamental concepts.
I can facilitate learning that
helps online learners to
describe ways to test and apply
the knowledge learned.

Indicator
Presence
Number
33

34

CP

CP

Coding
Indicator

Garrison
(Student Perceptions)

Cleveland-Innes
(Faculty Perceptions)

Resolution

I have developed solutions to
course problems that can be
applied in practice.

Students develop solutions to
relevant problems that can be
applied in practice.

Resolution

I can apply the knowledge
created in this course to my
work or other non-class related
activities.

Students can apply the
knowledge created in my
course to his/her work or other
non-class related activities.
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Markowitz
(Revised Version)
I can facilitate online learners’
application of course
knowledge that develops
solutions relevant to problems
that can be applied in practice.
I can help students apply the
knowledge created in my
course to his/her work or other
non-class related activities.

Appendix K
Permission Email from Dr. Peter Shea
Wednesday, April 28, 2021 at 9:22:23 AM Eastern Daylight Time
Subject:
Re: [External] RE: Image to be added to Dissertation
Date:
Wednesday, April 28, 2021 at 9:22:07 AM Eastern Daylight Time
From:
Stephanie Leanne Shipley (slmoskal)
To:
Markowitz, Stephanie
Attachments: image001.jpg, image002.png
Begin forwarded message:
From: "Shea, Peter J" <pshea@albany.edu>
Date: January 27, 2021 at 10:59:31 AM EST
Subject: [External] RE: Image to be added to Dissertation
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Pellissippi State. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Stephanie,
Yes – you can use the image with a citation. I don’t think I have a better image, but you can
recreate it if needed.
Peter Shea, PhD
Professor, Educational Theory and
Practice & Informatics University at
Albany, State University of New York
1400 Washington Ave., Albany, NY 12222
518-852-1904
pshea@albany.edu
From: Markowitz, Stephanie <ssmarkowitz@pstcc.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021
10:15 AM
To: Shea, Peter J
<pshea@albany.edu> Subject:
Image to be added to Dissertation
Hi Dr. Shea,
I hope that you are doing well. I am a doctoral student at the University of Memphis
under the direction of Dr. Amanda Rockinson-Szapkiw. I have enjoyed learning from
you over the course of my program, and have referenced many of your articles. There is
an image that I feel would add value to my dissertation. I would like to include it with
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your permission. Obviously, all proper citations and credit would be given to you. Would
you provide me with permission to use the following image? I would be more than happy to
share my manuscript with you upon completion.
Also, if I have your permission, do you have a better quality image? This will be referenced
in my literature review, and I think the image would help to illustrate my review.
Thank you so much for your consideration and time. I hope that you have a wonderful
day, and I look forward to hearing back from you.

Best,

Stephanie Shipley Markowitz, M.S. Ed.
Instructional Technology Specialist
Pellissippi State Community
College Educational Technology
Services (865) 539-7031
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